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LONDON, FEBRUARY 24, 1872. 
—>~————- 

THE QUESTION as to the right of sheriffs’ officers to 
sue attorneys issuing writs of execution for the costs 
of an abortive levy may now be taken to be settled, 
so far as the general question is concerned, by the de- 
cision of the Court of Exchequer in Merriman v. New- 
man, reported in to-day’s Weekly Reporter. It will 
be remembered that this question has arisen very fre- 
quently of late in the county courts. The case to 
which we are now referring was an appeal from a 
decision of Mr. Malcolm Kerr at the City of London 
Court, which will be found reported at 15 S. J. 902. 
Since then we have reported (16 S. J. 105) a decision 
of Mr. Sumner in the Gloucestershire County Court, 
to the opposite effect of that of Mr. Kerr. com- 
menting upon the latter case (16 S. J. 98) we sug- 

t Mr. Sumner had hit upon the true rule, 
and that where the attorney does not point out to the 
officer the goods levied on, but the latter levies on his 
own responsibility, then, if the levy proves abortive, 
the officer cannot, recover his fees, or anythi .B rigvcls 

a levy 








on 
meruit for work done, even where it 
out that the goods he so pointed out were not 
the > ent debtor. 
uperior Court has now reversed the decision of 
Mr. Kerr. Thus, the first part of the above proposition— 
viz., that the attorney is not liable where he does not 
_ interfere, is clearly established. We think there can be 
. littledoubt about the latter part of the p ition, At 
present, however, it can scarcely be said that there is 
any authority in the Superior Court for it. There is, 
, a decision of Mr. Bailey, the judge of the 
‘Westminster County Court (Newman y. Froggart), re- 
ported 15 §. J. 901, upon the point. 


_ Ir appears, after all, that the Government majority 
in the House of Lords upon the Collier-per-salium 
question was only eighty-eight, and not eighty-nine 
to eighty-seven, as announced upon the division. 
Thus the majority of one against the vote of censure 
will be the Lord Chancellor’s own vote. eresult of 
onday evening’s division in the House of Commons 
was about what, under the circumstances, was auti- 
cipated; the adverse motion was rejected by 268 to 
241, The Alabama complication has done the Govern- 
ment a good turn, by securing to them a very lar 
number of yotes from hon. members of modera 
proclivities, who shrank from giving at such a juncture 
8 vote which might weaken the hands of a Government 
engaged in controversy with a foreign opponent. But 
even this would hardly have saved the vote in 
Commons, without the immense eugpost of Sir 
Roundell Palmer's ue Sir Round Eaiees's 
_ Support is as a tower of strength in any ma’ 
get Analyt Raion gitar Sage fy 
name, rather than his arguments, carried weight. 
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Yet Sir R. Palmer’s own support of the Government 
against the vote of censure seems, if we may judge 
from the opening of his speech, to have proceeded - 
rather from a belief that the proposed punishment was 
too heavy for the offence, than from a belief that there 
had been no offence at all. Holding that view, the 
member for Richmond addressed himself to say all 
that could be said in exoneration of the transaction. 
That the affair was a ‘‘job,” in the grosser sense of 
the word, no one has pretended; Sir R. Palmer’s 
argument in favour of its exoneration amounted, 
when all was said, to this:—that the appointment 
being within the letter of the Act, and the person 
competent and suitable to the place, the objection 
that the appointment was contrary to the spirit of the 
Act was too technical to be the just basis of a vote of 
censure. But the fact that the individual appointed 
is notin his own person unsuitable is not a sufficient 
reason for passing over what even Sir R. Palmer hardly 
contends to have been other than an evasion of the 
spirit of this Act. We cannot always be sure that 
when a Government are going to evade the intention 
of an Act of Parliament they will do it in an equally 
harmless instance. We must hope that the storm of 
disapprobation which has been showered upon the 
pa and the narrow escape from solemn Parlia- 
mentary censure, will prove a sufficient warning; and 
that ministers will bear in mind that the United States 
cannot always be expected to step in as Deus ex 
machina, 





THE SHORT POINT involved in the case of Prosser v. 
The Bank of England, reported in to-day’s Weekly 
Reporter, is one of much importance from the enormous 
number of instances in which it recurs. The question 
is, simply, whether the Bank of England, in requiring 
proof of the death of stockholders, are entitled to de- 
mand, in addition to an extract from the parish register 
of burials, and an identification of the stockholder 
with the deceased named in the register, a statutory 
declaratien that the extract had been compared with 
the original register. By 14 & 15 Vict. c. 99, s. 14, 
copies of public documents like registers of burial, are 
rendered admissible in any court of justice, or before 
any person having by law or by consent of parties 
power to take evidence, if proved to be ex- 
amined copies, or, provided they purport to be 
certified as true copies by the officer having custody of 
the original. Under this provision the Lords Justices 
in Re Neddy Hall's Estate (17 Jur. 29) (and see Re 
Porter’s Trusts, 4 W. R. 443), admitted an extract 
certified by the curate of the ene without further 
verification ; so that as Vice-Chancellor Wickens put 
it in the case before him, the question was whether or 
no the Bank in uncon cases were bound 
by what the Legislature had said should be evidence in 
litigated cases. The Vice-Chancellor thought that he 
could not interfere with a discretion which the Bank 
had bond fide exercised. From a communication which 
we print elsewhere it seems that the case is likely to 


be appealed. 


THE CHANCELLOR would seem to think that to him 
belongs the patronage of the high offices of Chief 
Justice of the Queen’s Bench and Common Pleas, for 
he intimated that had either become vacant he would 
have no objection to appoint Sir Robert Collier to 
fill the vacancy. He would in fact have been unable 
to do anyeeing of thesort. The disposal of the Chief 
Justiceship of the Queen’s Bench rests witke the Pre- 
mier ; and as to the Common Pleas, the Attorney-Ge- 
neral for the time being can claim the ‘‘ cushion of 
the Pleas” as a matter of right. The office of Chief 
Baron is in the gift of the Chancellor, but neither of 
the other common law chiefships. Indeed, the nomina- 
tion to the Chief recede som was at one time claimed 
by a prime minister (Lord Grey) but Lord Brougham 
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(the then Chancellor) insisted on his own right, and no 
Premier has claimed to nominate since his time. It 
may be remembered that Brougham did himself honour 
by nominating Lyndhurst. 


LasT WEEK we drew attention to the extraordinary 
misstatement of the Lord Chancellor as to the duties 
(to say nothing of the salary) of a revising barrister. 
Incredible as it may seem, it is obyious that Lord 
Hatherley was entirely unaware that the duties of a 
reyiser must, by law, be discharged in vacation. If 
he had known the fact, he could scarcely have stated 
that Mr. Beales, for the sake of. being appointed to a 
revisorship, had abandoned his business in the Court 
of Chancery. The Zimes has subsequently published 
the following letter from the Lord Chancellor’s Prin- 
cipal Secretary :— 

Sir,—I am directed by the Lord Chancellor to request 
your permission to correct in your columns an error into 
which his Lordship inadvertently fell last night in the 
course of his speech when referring to Mr. Beales. 

The Lord Chancellor’s expressions would imply that the 
salary of a revising barrister is £700, whereas the remune- 
ration received for each revision of the lists of voters is 
200 guineas only ; but what his Lordship meant to state 
was, that Mr. Beales had, in consequence of the course 
taken on the refusal to renew his appointment, suffered in 
various ways a loss of income amounting to about the sam 
mentioned. Tam, Sir, &c. 

We cannot tell what may be meant by “‘in conse- 
quence of the course taken on the refusal to renew” 
Mr. Beales’ appointment. Whatever the interpreta- 
tion of this phrase may be, it retracts only one of the 
misstatements which we pointed out last week. It 
does not retract at all the ridiculous statement that 
Mr. Beales had abandoned his Chancery practice in 
order to discharge the duties of a revising barrister, 
which are performed in September and October. What 
are the “ various ways” in which Mr. Beales suffered 
through the non-renewal of his revisorship ? ‘‘ A loss 
of mcome amounting to about” £700 a year! The 
absurdity is palpable; and the letter merely evades 
the admission by involving the matter in vagueness. 








SINCE WE CALLED ATTENTION last week to the un- 
certainty existing in the London county courts as to 
closing on Tuesday next, the Lord cellor has 
iasued an order on the subject. The order takes the 
usual form of ‘‘ permitting, not compelling” the courts 
and offices to close, and applies to the Metropolis 
only, including Bow, which on ordinary purposes is 
nota Metropolitan court. Notwithstanding the order, 
one at least of the courts will have to sit on Tuesday 
in consequence of summonses having been issued for 
that day before it was known that day was to be 
a thanksgiving day. 


Waar Is THE RIGHT TITLE for Sir Alexander Cock- 
barn? Is it Chief Justice “of England” or of the 
“ Queen’s Bench.” Mr. Gladstone, in the debate on 
Mr. Collier's appointment, used the latter designation, 
and, it would seem from the reports, thereby incurred 
pay AY 7 of the Opposition. It happens, how- 
ever, that Mr. Gladetome was quite right. There has 
been no perem entitled to the name of‘ Chief Justice 
A England” since Magna Charta, Previously the 
Queen's Bench, Common Pleas, and Exchequer did 
mh exist 24 separate courts, and the president of the 
“ Auls Legis,” which included them all, enjoyed the 
title of “ Unief Justiciary of England.” Vy Magna 
Charta (1216) the Cotainon Pleas was constituted a 
separate rut, and ere long the Exchequer was alao 

ely severed frown the “aula regis.” The Chief 
4d ry A England then became the Chief Justice 
A the King's Vench, and that is to this day his pr 
title. Until Cokes tise he was alsnost invariably called 
by it, and it alone. But Coke, who was appointed 





Bench, which in those days was not so lucrative as the 
* cushion of the Pleas,” compensated himself for ogg, 
of income by insisting upon the title of Chief Justigg 
of England. In one sense, he was right, for the 
Queen’s Bench retains the lion’s share of the jurisdic. 
tion of the ‘‘aula regis.” Butin strictness he was. 
wrong, as the president of the Queen’s Bench on} 
exercises a part of the jurisdiction of the olg 
justiciaries. Mr. Gladstone, therefore, in using the 
phrase ‘‘ Chief Justice of the Queen’s Bench” of Sir- 
Alexander Cockburn, was guilty of no inaceuracy, ang 
probably intended no disrespect. 





THERE SEEMS NO REASON WHY, having some time 
ago said our = upon the present Alabama compli- 
cation, we should add any quota to the immense 
amount of matter with which the public is being 
deluged on the subject. At present we only desire to. 
point out that aay all who have written on the ques- 
tion from the American point of view, and many who 
have handled it from the British side, have fallen into g 
misconception so far as concerns the notion of “ abro- 
gation of the Treaty.” 

There is no desire on England’s part.to “‘ abrogate the 
Treaty ;” she simply says—“‘Since it appears that the 
parties have not agreed to refer the same subject-matter, 
the reference cannot proceed till they are at one on that 
point.” Of abrogating the Treaty under which this 
reference was to take place there has never been my 
suggestion on this side of the water; we only adhere 
td. what we,’ when we entered into it, understood to be- 
its basis. 

The tiews, as we are going to press, is that the 
Governmenit.of the United States decline to ‘withdraw 
their case. That being so, there seems no alternative 
but that the arbitration must drop. Yet aggre there 
may still be room for hope that that may be avoided h 
a graceful abandonment on the part of the United 
States of that of their “case,” which opinions from 
every part of the world, including their own, pronounce 
to have been inserted as a matter of “ prejudice,” or to 
gratify the views of an extreme party, and: at any tate 
without any idea of its ever being entertained as sdlid 
by the arbitrators. aft . 





THE GRIEVANCES OF JURYMEN., 


Jurymen’s grieyances were brought before the 
House of Commons last week by Mr. Lopes, QC., 
who ‘succeeded in extracting from the Attorney- 
Genieral'a promise to deal with the matter. We have 
always contended that the fault rested more with the 
administration of the law than with the law itself. If 
only some means were found of ensuring that the 
provisions of Lord Enfield’s Act of 1870 should be 
carried out, the grievances would disappear. That 
this is so, as regards Middlesex, is conclusively 
by the astounding statement made by Mr. 
doubtless on good authority, that the whole n 
of yan jurors entered on the jury-books for the 
who is only 1,800. There ought probably 
to be more than that number either in Marylebone 
or Westminster alone. The only large classes now 
exempt are members of the Legislature, ministers of 
religion, and practising lawyers and doctors ; together 
with females, infants, and persons over sixty years 
of age. The notion of there being in the 
county of Middlesex only 1,800 persons not exempt, 
who occupy houses rated either to the poor-rate # 
inhabi duty at £100 a year, is really a 
Woe observe that learned gentlomen who might bave 
been expected to know better, appoared to think that 
the au ification of a special juror still depended os 
his being described as sasithant or ‘esquire. 
however, waa altered by the Act of 1870, and at pre- 
sont the test is simply the occupation of a house or pre 
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gurdly small number of 1,800 special j 


returned 
in the lists is not, however, found available, as 1t in- 


many names of persons long dead or removed. 
ae eaelited that only about 1,200 are really avail- 
able. Tho fault of this of course rests, in the first 
, with the overseers who have to make out the 
ists. It would seem, however, from the figures given, 
that the lists made must be so grossly inadequate, 
that a part of the blame must fall upon the justices in 
sessions, who have certified in writing according 
the statute that the lists are, to the best of their 
knowledge and belief, true and proper lists. If the 
sumber of special jurors on the lists had only been 
added up, one would have thought that the defective 
character of the lists must have been apparent. The 
justices,’ therefore, in all probability, have taken no 
trouble at all to ascertain whether the lists were proper 
ornot. Even, however, with the small number of 1,200 
ayailable special jurors, the turn of each for being 
summoned as one of the special jury panel for the 
sittings at Westminster, according to the present 
(when one panel is made to serve during the 
whole sittings), ought not to come much oftener than 
aboutonce in two years. In fact, however, many persons 
find it comes much oftener. There must be something 
wrong about all this. Black-mail is levied somewhere. 
It is notorious that this is so, and the Attorney- 
General and other members of the House alluded to 
the fact. Itis, however, extremely difficult to ascer- 
tain the —— by which this is effected, or the par- 
ticular class of officials who levy it. But it must be 
a stop to, and until this is effectually done it is 
=. to expect to establish a satisfactory system. 
apportioning the blame amongst the various 
parties who have a share in it, we must not, however, 
mit either the sheriffs or the judges. The latter are 
constantly protesting that they have no power in the 
matter, but they do not appear quite to know their 
own position. They cannot, of course, assist persons 
summoned out of their turn, but they might put an 
end to one of their grievances—viz., their Naie kept 
on duty so long at a time. They have a power, which 
ought to exercise, under the 21st and 24th sec- 
tions of the Act of 1870, of insisting that there shall 
bea fresh panel say every four working days. This 
the sheriffs have power to provide for, with the consent 
of the judges, and the judges have power to make 
rules to insist on its being done. There should be at 
lastthree panels for the fortnight’s sittings; and if 
this were the case no one would be on duty for more 
than four days at a time, unless he were unfortunate 
mough to get on a long case. If this alteration were 
made, and also the services of all persons liable were 
made available in their proper turn, the duty would 
not fall on each individual oftener than once in three 
w four years, if so often, and then only for four da: 
so at atime. In that case all complaints would 
cease. It would, of course, be a matter of difficulty to 
seure absolute observance of the proper turn of 
Wmmoning each juror. It would not, however, be by 
My Means impossible to do it so approximately that 
: ould be no unfairness. Rs cs the principal 
difficulty would be with regard to coroners’ juries. 
, of course, must be summoned from the neigh- 
where the inquest is held, and at short notice. 
It would, howevor, bo quite practicable to summon 
tem from the jury-list of tho parish within which the 
ee was to be held, and to take them from that 
in turn, Tho froquency of their service would of 
Course on upon accidental ciroumstances. As 
Ngards al other juries, the undor-shoriff might be 
Mado responsiblo for persons qualified being summoned 
proper turn, Most of them would be summonod 
by the under-sheriff's own officer, while as to any 
ter not summoned by him, lists of persons to be 
MuMoned might bo furnished by him to the proper 
Wmmoning officors, which lists it should be tho duty 
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of such officers to exhaust before epplying for fresh 
ones. Thus there would be means of keeping in the 
under-sheriff’s office a record of the service of all 
jurors. It would of course be impossible for the under- 
sheriff to ascertain the identity of i 
from one parish to another, an : 

time in the jury list of their new parish. cases, 
however, the parties themselyes might be allowed to 
have an entry made on the new jury list at its revision, 
showing where they had removed from, and thus, if 
they thought it worth while to take the trouble, they 





might get the benefit of their former service. In the 


) Same way persons haying more than one qualification 


might have the fact duly entered on thelist. All 
this would give some trouble, but we believe that the 
details of a satisfactory scheme for summoning all in 
turn could be worked out by any practical man with 
a little administrative ability. It really would be more 
a problem in book-keeping than anything else. 

As regards payment, a fair rule to adopt would be 
that where an individual is not called on to do more 
than give about four days service every three or four 
years, the payment should be not much above a nomi- 
nalsum. It should fairly cover all possible expenses, 
but not be a remuneration. The services are given 
for the benefit of the public, and if they are not re- 
quired beyond the extent mentioned, the tax cannot 
be considered an unreasonable one. But wherever 
extraordinary services are required, then there should 
be such remuneration as will fairly compensate the in- 
dividual for his time, and there should also be ome 
in someone to grant exemption for the future. all 
cases lasting beyond a certain number of days, the 
judge should have power to give the jurors serving a 
certificate of exemption, either for a certain number of 
—— or for life, at his discretion, or according to the 

ength of the case. ; 

The principle which we advocate, is in short, this. 
Treat the ordinary service on juries as a public duty, 
not to be remunerated, but to be performed for the 
ares benefit of the public. Apportion the duty 

fairly amo: all, and the burden will not be felt. 
Inasmuch, however, as the length to which excep- 
tional cases will every now and thea extend must 
necessarily throw upon particular jurors g such 
cases more than their fair share ofthe general burden, 
we would provide in such cases for a hberal remune- 
ration, in ‘order, as far as possible, to recompense such 
jurors for the sacrifice of their time. We regard the 
institution of trial by jury as most valuable, not only 
as affording an excellent if not the best mode of ye 
questions of fact, but also by its indirect operation, an 
its effect upon the individuals called upon to assist in 
the administration of justice. The manner in which 
jurymen, when they are caught, now perform their 
duties forbids us to suppose that the ee complaints 
are caused by any shrinking from the performance of 
a public duty. They are caused solely by the sense 
of unfairness, arising from the unequal imposition of 
the duty. 

There is one other matter discussed in the House to 
which we should allude, and that is the suggestion that 
jurors may be relioved by diminishing the number on 
each jury. Within moderate limits this might be 
done: nine, perhaps, would be a suflicient number, 
But with all our admiration of the system, we 
should prefer to see it done away with altogether, 
rather than have juries of tive, as in the county courts, 
Tho gentlemen who spoke highly of that tribunal ia 
the House probably fad no experience of i = We 
beliove that it works very badly, and that it is owing 
to this, rather than to any general satisfketion with 
the decisions of the county court judges, that the 
right to have a jury in the county court Is compar- 
tively soldom exervised. ‘Trial by jury, after all, 
though on the whole it works so well, is an anomaiy, 
It seoms absurd to leave the decisions of dificult ques- 
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tions to men totally untrained, and, as likely as not, 
naturally stupid. "No one in his senses would submit 
to have his case decided by one such man, to be 
selected haphazard. It is only by taking a consider- 
able number-that the result, so satisfactory on the 
whole, is obtained. The verdicts — are ey 
given by two or three men of ability and ter, 
who lead the others. The number is required not so 
much because the verdict of twelve men of identical 
capacity is much, if atall, better than the verdict of two 
or three, but because in practice the jurors never will 
be of identical capacity ; and it is only by ag a 
sufficient number, that a practical certainty is obtained 
of getting the men whose judgment is required on the 
case, and who will guide the others. 





BILLS OF SALE. 
No. Il. 

The case of Ex parte Homan, In re Broadbent (19 
W. R. 1078, L. R. 12 Eq. 598) suggests a method 
of deferring registration. In consideration of a 
present advance by H., B. agrees in writing in 
October, 1868, to give him a bill of sale over certain 
specified chattels when required. On the 7thofJuly, 
1870, B., at the request of H., executes a bill of sale to 
secure the advance, containing power for H. to take 
possession on default of payment after demand. On 
the same day, but after the execution of the bill of 
sale, B. presents a petition for liquidation. On the 
8th of July a demand for payment of the money was 
made in accordance with the terms of the bill of sale, 
and default being made, possession was taken on the 
same day; the goods wereremoved on the 14th and 15th, 
and were sold by auction on the 18th and 19th July. 
The bill of sale was registered onthe 19th July. Onthe 
25th July a meeting of B’screditors was held,atwhich it 
was resolved to wind up the bankrupt’s affairs in bank- 
ruptcy, and not by liquidation ; and on the 26th July 
B. was adjudicated bankrupt on a debtor’s summons, 
which had been served on him on the 2ndJuly. In 
this state of things the county court judge dismisses 
with costs an application by the trustee under the 
bankruptcy for an order that the bill of sale should be 
declared fraudulent and void as being an assignment to 
H. by way ef fraudulent preference, (b) that the pro- 
ceeds of the goods should he handed over to the 
trustee, (c) that the goods or the proceeds thereof might 
be declared a part of ‘the’ estate of the bankrupt as 
being at the eommencement of the bankruptcy, with the 
consent of H.,in. the order and disposition of the bank- 
rupt. 

On appeal Bacon, C.J., decided in fayour of the 
respondent H., without calling on his counsel, on the 
three grounds following: first, that the bill of sale 
did not amount to a fraudulent preference, as it was 
given on request, and in accordance with a previous 
agreement; second, that an agreement to give a bill 
of sale does not require registration; and third, that 
as the bill of sale was given by the bankrupt at a time 
when he had a perfect right to give it, and was 
—— within the twenty-one days, it was a good 
bill of sale within the Act. Assuming that this de- 
cision is correct, the following plan might be adopted : 
let an agreement be executed under seal for giving 
when required a bill of sale “‘ in the form given in the 
schedule to these presents,” with power to the lender 
to execute it in the name of the borrower on his de- 
fault in doing so; if the bill of sale were executed, 
either by the mortgagor or in his name by the mort- 
gagee, before the mortgagor committed an act of 
bankruptcy, or before his goods were actually seized, it 
would be perfected by registration within the twenty- 
one days sufficiently to protect the mortgagee. it 
must be remembered, however, that He parte Homan 
was decided before Hx parte Cohen was reported, and 
that any scheme of the nature here suggested may 





haps be held open to the objection raised by Mellish 
EJ. “ Kau parte Cohen. . : 
As before pointed out, a bill of sale given by way of 
by atrader will, as regards tho chattels rm. 
maining in his possession at the time of bankruptcy, by 
void as against the trustee in bankruptcy, either if 
the bill of sale be not registered, or if it be registered 
and the ion of the mortgagor becomes inconsis. 
tent with the deed—as, for example, if the terms of 
the deed authorise him to remain in poss 
sion fill default, and he remains in possession after 
default, is is a most serious defect in the ity, 
as usually framed. The better way, especially ifit isnot 
intended to be registered, is to authorise the mortgagee 
to take on of the goods at any time, a 
declaration that the mortgagor may remain in poss. 
sion till he does so. A deed framed in this mannor, 
and registered, appears to afford full protection against 
the trustee in bankruptcy, for at every moment the 
possession of the mortgagor is consistent with the 
terms of the deed. Suppose, on the other hand, that 
the deed is not intended to be registered, then the 
mortgagee can, as soon as he believes that the 
mortgagor is likely to commit an act of bankruptcy, 
or to have an execution levied against hi 
protect himself by taking possession of the goods; the 
remedy is, however, a precarious one, for it may ha) 
that the mortgagee does not become aware of the 
of the mortgagor’s having committed an act of bank. 
ruptey until proceedings are taken for the purpose of 
making him a bankrupt, a time when it is too late for 
the mortgagee to protect himself by taking possession 
of the goods. 

The advisers of the mortgagor sometimes object to 
the insertion of a power to take ion at any tine, 
and endeavour tomodify the power by making it to arise 
on default of payment at the appointed time, or on 
nonpayment of all monies after twenty four hour’ 
notice. Such modification may, in the case where the 
bill of sale is not intended to be registered, render the 
power entirely useless ; for the object of the power is to 
enable the mortgagee to take possession instant 
that he believes that the mortgagor is likely to commit 
an act of bankruptcy, or the instant that he believes 
that any creditor is going to levy an execution on the 
chattels comprised in his security. 

Asa rather complicated example of a bill of sale, let 
us consider the frame of a security given by the hirer 
of railway waggons to a bank to secure the balance of 
his account current, where, under the terms on which 
he hires the waggons, he has an option to purchase at a 
certain price. e usual custom is for the owner of the 
waggons to have a plate of ownership affixed to them, 
while the hirer paints his name on them. 

ANALYsI8# OF THE PREOBDENT. 

Rentals— 

1. Agreements for hiring the waggons. 

2. Rents paid up to last quarter-days, 

3. Agreement to give security. 

Operative clauses— 

1. Covenant by mortgagor to pay on demand the balanes 
due to the bank, with commission, interest, &c. 

2. Assignment of waggons to mortgagess, subject to 
redemption. gi 

8. Power of attorney to mortgagees to exorcise the 
option to purchase. ‘ 

4. Declaration that if mortgagor exercises the option to 
purchase, the waggons shall be forthwith vested ia 
the mortgagees, subject to redemption, and that 
they may affix their plate of ownership. 

. Proviso for redemption. . 

. Power to the mortgagees, “or the survivor of 
them, or the executors or administrators of such 
survivor, their or his assigns, or any eye 
nominated either in writing or by word 0 
mouth, by them or him, at any time or times 
hereafter, without any further consent” om a 
part of the mortgagor to take possession of “A 
waggons, and any minerals thereon belonging ? 
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the mortgagor, ‘‘and also to pay and diseharge, if 
they or he shall think fit (but not otherwise), any 

or lien for carriage, freight, or otherwise, 
which shall be hood — claimed by any railway 
company. in re of any coal. waggons, 
coal, or Minerals which shall be in the possession of 
such railway company, and which such railway 
cenpeny, shall refuse to deliver up without payment 

ereof.”” 

7, Declaration that ‘‘until possession of the said 
waggons shall have been taken under the power 
hereinbefore contained, the mortgagor shall re- 
main in possession of the same, and use the same 
for the purposes of his business.” 

8. Covenant by mortgagor to pay waggon rents; 
power to the mortgagees to do so on his default, 

9. Declaration that mortgagor shall at once repay any 
payment made by mortgagees, and thereby autho- 
rised, and all costs and nses, With interest ; 
and that in the meantime the premises shall be 
charged with the same. 

10, Covenant to keep waggons in repair, and to replace 
such as shall be worn out. 

11, Power of sale to arise without any further consent 
on the part of, or notice to, the mortgagor, with 
the usual clauses, 

12. Covenants for right to assign, and further assur- 
ance, 


The reader is referred to 1 Prideaux’s Precedents in 
Conveyancing, tit. Bills of Sale ; 2 Davidson’s Prece- 
dents, pp. 693 e¢ seg., 1133n., 1209n.; and Elphin- 
stone’s Introduction, p. 192. None of these authors 

t, however, to discuss the safest plan to adopt 

en the bill of sale is not intended to be registered ; 

and the remarks of Mr. Davidson require some slight 

modification, owing to the change in the law made by 

the Bankruptcy Act, 1870, which restricts the rule as 

“to order and disposition” to cases where the bank- 
rupt is a trader. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 
BEQUEST OF SHARE OF PARTNERSHIP PROPERTY. 
Farquhar v. Hadden, L.J., 20 W. R. 46. 


It is well settled that an assignee, executor, or separate 
creditor, coming in the right of one partner against the 
joint estate of the partnership, comes into nothing more 
than an interest subject to an account between the part- 
nerahip and the partner, and therefore to the joint debts 
(Taylor vy. Field, 4 Ves. 396). He can have nothing more 
than the partner had, and all that any partner has is an 
interest in the surplus beyond the debts on a division. 

In Farquhar v. Hadden, a solicitor bequeathed his 
share of the partnership assets, i.c., the lease of the 
office, furniture, books, &c., to his partner. The testator’s 
estate was abundantly solvent, but it so happened that 
at the time of his decease the joint estate was insolvent, 
owing to the partners having drawn out on the footing 
of an over-valuation of the assets. The Vice-Chancellor, 
Tegarding the above bequest as of a specific character, 
held that the surviving partner was entitled to it; ob- 
serving in substance that, as both separate estates were 
solvent, the creditors of the joint estate would not be 
damnified, as they might have recourse to the separate 
estate. No doubt this was what the testator meant, and 
effect was thus given to his meaning. But the vice in 
the decision, which was of course set right on appeal, 
lay in the Vice-Chancellor not regarding the bequest as 
what it really came to.—a bequest of the testator’s in- 

t in the surplus, after the joint debts were paid, 
Which was of course zero, owing to the insolvency. The 
Principle is quite clear that, on the dissolution of a part- 
nership by death or otherwise, all the property shall be 
sold, and that no one partner has a right to insist that 
any particular part or item of the partnership property 

remain unsold, and that he shall retain his own 





share of it in specie (Darly v. Darly, 4 W. R. 413, 3 
Drew. 503). This is a universal rule, applying not only 
to personal assets, but to chattels real (Wilde v. Milne, © 
26 Beav. 504), and to real estate (Darly v. Darly, sup). 
To effect his object, the testator should have added a 
direction transferring the primary obligation to pay the 
debts of the partnership from his share of the joint estate 
to his separate estate. 





COMMON. LAW. 
Po.Licy TO PRoTEect. CARRIER’sS RISK. 
Joyce v. Kennard, Q.B., 20 W. R. 233. 


This was an action on a policy in which the defen- 
dant attempted to apply the ordinary rule regulating the 
liability of underwriters on marine policies, that ‘the 
indemnity recoverable is to the loss, as the sum insured 
is to the whole interest protected by the policy.” The 
policy was apparently in the ordinary form of a marine 
policy ; but the Court held that the plaintiff, who was a 
carrier of goods by barges and lighters, had succeeded in 
giving it a different operation by the introduction of the 
following clause:—‘To cover and include all losses, 
damages, and accidents amounting to £20 or upwards on 
eavh craft to goods carried by Joyce & Son as lightermen, 
or delivered to them to be water-borne either in their 
own or other craft, and for which losses, damages, and 
accidents Joyce & Son may be liable or responsible to the 
owners thereof, or others interested.” The risk covered 
in Crowley v. Cohen (3 B. & Ad. 478), was of precisely 
the same character, but this particular clause did nog 
occur. In that case it was assumed that the ordinary 
rule of marine policies applied ; the only contest was ag 
to the duration of the risk, and as to the total interest 
with which the amount of the policy was to be compared. 
How the clause in the present case came to produce this 
alteration in the construction in favour of the plaintiff, 
is not very clear, for it seems to do no more than describe 
a risk, as consistent with the policy being a marine policy 
as with any other construction. Would the construction 
have been the same if the policy had been in respect of 
goods at risk in a carrying trade between, for instance 
England and the Continent ? 


PRINCIPAL AND AGENT. 
Tetley v. Shand, C.P., 20 W. R. 296. 

This case decided two points, neither, we should have 
supposed, open to much doubt ; the one a new experi- 
ment, the other only the application of an old rule. The 
defendants had employed the plaintiffs, cotton brokers 
to buy cotton for them gradually at a named price to» 
be of June or July shipment. The plaintiffs declared 
cotton of sufficient quantity of May shipment, which the 
defendants refused to accept; and afterwards, on the 
plaintiffs declaring cotton of June or Jaly shipments in 
accordance with their instructions, refused again to 
accept, on the ground that by the first declaration the 
plaintiffs were estopped from declaring any further ship- 
ment in fulfilment of their contract. This was the 
defendants’ first point, which the Court overruled ; and 
we can see no ground whatever for the contention, The 
plaintiffs had in the firat instance offered to do something 
which was not according to contract, and upon this being 
objected to, offered to do what was according to contract. 
If, even before the time for performance arrived, the 
contracting party absolutely refuses to perform his 
contract (as in Xenos v. Danube and Black Sea Company, 
11 ©. B. N. S. 152), he gives a cause of action to the 
other side, and waives his own right to insist upon the 
further prosecution of a contract which he has repudiated. 
But the plaintiffs here had never repudiated their con- 
tract, on the contrary, they had been willing to amend 
their error at once by making a proper delivery. 

On their second point the defendants were more success- 
ful. Purporting to act as agents, the plaintiffs had, in 
fact, offered to sell to the defendants their own cotton ; 
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. and the Court held that it was not competent to them to 


do so. It was admitted, and it is too clear for argument, 
that if the defendants had consented to this turning 
themselves from agents into sellers, it would have been 
as possible for them to change their original relation as 
it was originally to create it. But it was clearly held 
that they could not, while retaining the fiduciary 
character of agents, negotiate for themselves. It is true 
that where a broker acts for both buyer and seller he 
combines in himself two conflicting interests; but he does 
so with the knowledge of both sides, contained in the 
fact that his business is that of a broker; he does it under 
an equal engagement, and equal inducements on both 
sides, and he acts under the check of the ruling rates of 
the market, which, under such ciroumetances, may be 
reckoned on as a tolerably effectual one. But how. can 
such a check be reckoned on where the inducement of his 
personal interest is opposed to the interest of his employer? 
The principle is a generally accepted one that an agent 
eannot, whilst he is acting for his principal, transact his 
own business, and make a private profit for himself ; 
and in the present case the rule was peculiarly applicable, 
because the plaintiffs’ commission was to buy gradually 
as occasion served. It is not to be supposed that the two 
judges who in Mollett v. Robinson (18 W. R. 1160, L. R. 
6 C. P. 647, since affirmed on appeal), decided in favour of 
the validity of the custom, would have come to any 
different conclusion in the present case from that now 
arrived at by the Court. The custom there relied on did 
not amount to allowing the agent to become the seller, 
except in a very modified and almost technical sense. 
But no such custom was proved here; the only custom 
which was proved was, that in the cotton trade a broker 
not disclosing the name of his principal is liable on the 
contract (see Humfrey v. Dale, 5 W. B. 466, 7 E. & B. 
266, Fleet v. Morton, 20 W. R. 97), and such a custom 
has no bearing on the question now under decision. 


MARINE PoLicy—MISREPRESENTATION. 


Anderson. PacifieFire and Marine Insurance Company, 
C. P. 20 W. BR. 280. 

An attempt was here made to draw the decision in 
Tonides v. Pacifie Insurance Company (L. R. 6 Q.B. 674) 
to a conclusion not at all warranted by the facts in that 
case, There (as was clearly pointed out by Grove, J., in 
the present case) the statement made related to the 
identity of the ship on board which the goods to be 
insured were, and was of the same nature and effect as 
if. for instance, it had been made on the occasion of a 
sale of a cargo to arrive; the result was, that the under- 
writer was induced and meant to insure in respect of a 
ship on which the goods of the assured were not, and by 
the secident of asimilarity of name the plaintiff sought 
to hold him to an insurance in respect of the ship on 
whieh they were. The underwriter did not mean to 
insure the goods on whatever ship they were ; and, by 
the statement of the aseured, was induced to insure 
them as if they were on board a ship where they were 
Bat, in the present ease, there was no doubt or 
embiguity as to the port to which the insured ship was 
to go; the question turned entitely on the statement 
rade a4 to its safety. Now this statement was nothing 
bet « communication in its terms, and, as such, of a 
letter received by the assured containing a truthful 
ectementof the opinion of hiscaptain anda pilot. It is 
cbvions that if such a communication were treated asan 
atoption of ite reeult by the assured, and a statement 
by him of that result asa fact, the consequences would 
he moat dangerous, and very injurious to honest and fair 
dealing 


rot 


The Albany Law Jyurnal, writing of the Collier affair, trusts 
that Patliament will take ench actum an may be necessary to 
remarte fron the Vaglish Judiciary the stigma whieh haa 


attached ty it by these unprecedentes proceedings 
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REVIEWS. 


Elements of Law Considered with Re e to Principles oe 
General Jurisprudence. By Wm. ene MA. 5 u 
of the High Court of Judicature at Calcutta. Clarendon 
Press 


It is seldom that we have to hail with as much satisfaction, 
as we do in the present instance, the advent of any legal work, 
Our legal library is singularly devoid of treatises on the. 
theory of law, although rich in text-books. This is one of: 
the difficulties which the student of law has to contend 
with, and one which will have to be surmounted by the Lay 
University before it can hope to systematise 1 educa-. 
tion. In the ewrricula for the law degrees of the Univers; 
of London, and for the further examinations for the Ciyj) 
Service of India, the only work on the theory of general 
jurisprudence that is prescribed is ‘‘ Austin’s Jurisprudence,” 

ow “ Austin’s Jurisprudence,” admirable though it is, js 
about the most unsuitable book that could be put into the. 
hands of a student commencing the study of the law, and yet: 
hitherto, it has been that or nothing. Mr. Justice Markby, 
to judge by the introduction to the work under notice, 
seems not only to have felt this evil, but to have been in. 
spired with a desire to remedy it. This is the raison d'etre of 
his ‘* Elements of Law.’ ‘We now pass to a description of 
the contents. After discussing the “ general conception of 
law,” and the “sources of law,” Mr. Justice Markby pro. 
ceeds to treat of the ‘relations which arise out of law,” 
and then of “ poeeey duties and obligations.” To this. 
follows a long chapter on “liability.” Mz. Justice Mark 


states that if law were systematic and complete, the pro 

course would be to describe exhaustively primary duties 
and obligations, and then to discuss the secondary duties 
and obligations which arise upon their breach; but in the 
he recognises the impossibility of 


existing state of things 
discussing primary duties and obligations “ except by the 
inverse process of considering when they have been bro! 
‘‘ Liability” is concisely and accurately defined by Mr. 
Justice Markby as ‘the condition of a person who by 
breaking a primary duty or obligation has become liable toa 
secondary one.’ In any inquiry as to liability two ques 
tions arise—‘‘ First, has a primary duty or obligation been 
broken? secondly, what is the secondary duty or obligation 
which arises from the breach?” After pointing out that 
it is impossible to gather any information from codes and 
treatises as to liability, Mr. Justice Markby proceeds to con 
sider how judges do in fact deal with it. He examines “the 
phrases in common use among lawyers, when they wish to 
give their reasons why liability exists in some cases and not 
in others ; and also the various terms by which they des- 
cribe events that give rise to liability, and by which they 
distinguish events which do not give rise to it.” In this 
examination, which is confined to liability not arising from 
“a true and proper contract,” he discusses the terms “in- 
jury,” “malice,” “negligence,” “knowledge,” “ dis 
onesty :” and proceeds thus—* The terms which mark, in- 
dependently of its moral quality, the state of mind of the 
party supposed to be liable, are very often legitimately used 
in ascertaining what is called criminal liability—that is, in 
ascertaining the liability which arises from breaches of 
duties and obligations which are the subject of criminal 
rocedure. As I have before remarked, the same general 
uty or obligation may be enforced by a criminal, and also 
by a civil sanction; but in such a case the criminal sane- 
tion is not generally applied to all breaches of the duty or 
obli ston bat only to certain kinds, and it is just these 
kinds which such terms are used to mark. his at 
For any other purpose these terms are almost entirely 
useless. Whether or no woe are liable does not generally 
depend upon our state of mind ; when we actor abstain from 
acting it does not depend on our motives, nor does it 
on our intention, rashness, or hecdlessness; it depends «2 
the act or omission to act. When pressed, therefore, we ar? 
obliged, a8 we see has been dono in the case of negligence, 
explain away these terms in a manner which only throws 
back upon the original and inevitable inquiry, What is that 
which the law bids or forbids us to do? and leaves the 
inquiry unsolved. But it cannot remain so, Until the 
inquiry is solved it is nocdlows to attempt to answer the firs 
question of liability, Has a primary duty or obligation bea 
broken? Do whatever you will, not a single lawsuit can 
brought to a termination until this question be anawere 
The answer to it may be assumed or admitted, but it mat 
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Seka tn in bo tar anit ie ition of 
‘na oiven in every case, and in so far as it is a proposition 0: 
be in abstract terms. The answer to this question is the 
Jaw which every tribunal has to administer, which the judge 
‘pust lay down to the jury, and which the jury must adopt. 
‘And exactly to the extent to which the terms adopted by 
the judge are vague, exactly to the extent to which the duty 
ligation is expressed by reference only to an imaginary 
rd, to this extent will the decision of the case be 
panded over to the jury, who will then, under the name of 
fact, decide upon the law also.” With this quotation, which 
suffices to show the valuable character of the work, we must 
“dose our notice, regretting that the exigencies of space do 
not admit of our following Mr. Justice Markby into his des- 
‘tion of “the grounds of non-liability,” “* possession,” 
“prescription,” and the other legal subjects of which he 


treats. 


oro 








COURTS. 


THE ALBERT LIFE ASSURANCE 
ARBITRATION.* 
(Before Lord Carrns.) 
July 6.—Re The Medical Invalid and General Life Assurance 
Company, Bowring’s case. 
Insurance conpany—Winding up—Amalgamation of com- 
panies—Substituted poicy—Trust fund— Misrepresentation. 

B. held policies on his own life in the M. Life Assurance 
Swisty. On the amalgamation of this society with the A, 
Life Assurance Company, @ circular was sent to B. which 
stated that under the arrangement for amalgamation the 
wcumulated funds of the M. Society ‘‘ would be invested to 
meet its Uiabilities, whilst its policyholders would enjoy the 
aiditional security afforded by the continued income arising- 
from the amalgamated businesses of both companies.’ By the 
analgamation deed the fund was settled upon trust to pay all 
linbilities of the M. Society which the A. Company should not 
py, and after ten y2ars, whether any such liabilities should 
be subsisting or not, for the A. Company. B. accepted new A, 
Company's policies tn exchange for his M. policies. 

Tea years afterwards, on the winding upof both the com- 
panies, B. contended that the trusts, as declared by the deed of 
amalgamation, were not the same as those promised by the 
tirenlar ; and that consequently he was entitled to claim either 
against the trust fund or against the M. Society. 

Held, that B., having substituted A. policies for his M. 
picies, had no claim under the trusts of the deed of 
analgamation, That lapse of time and dealings with the trust 
fund under the trusts were sufficient to negative B.'s claim 
aginst the fund, and that his claim against the M, Company 
was also answered by lapse of time aud acquiescence. 

The arbitrator ale» considered that the circular and the 
trusts were not inconsistent, 

4 circular being proved to have been sent round to the agents 
if the society, and there being no evidence whether or no it 
tame tothe knowledge of B., 

Held, that it could not be presumed to have come to his 
huowledge. 


Tn 1860, Sir John Bowring being at the time the holder 
af policies on his own life in the Medical Invalid Insurance 
Seiety, the following circular was sent by the society to its 

y olders :— 

“Sir,—I beg to inform you that in pursuance of the 
Power of the decd of settlement of this society and of reso- 
passed at two special meetings of proprietors, the 
dirctors have entered into an arrangement with the Albert 

2 Assurance Company, in accordance with which the 
alairs of both companies aro intended to be conducted by 
tho continuing company, under the style of the Albert and 
Medical Lifo Assurance Company, by whom all the engage- 
ments of this society will be satisfied. Under this arrange- 
ment the accumulatod funds of this society will bo invested 
to mect its liabilities, whilst its policyholders will enjoy the 

itional security afforded by tho combined income arising 
the amalgamated business of both companies, amounting 
temore than £220,000 annually, and the further guarantee 

& numerous proprietary of undoubted respectability. 

Albert Company has agrood to issue policies in exchange 

those of this society at the samo rate of promium as that 
®0W payable on the policies effected in thia office, without 
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any alteration of the terms or conditions of the present 
policies.” 

Sir John Bowring was in China at this time, but the 
circular was received by his son, who acted as his agent in 
England. Another circular was also at the same time sent 
round to the agents of the Medical Society, but as there 
was no evidence of its ever having been seen by Sir John 
Bowring or by his agent, and was on that ground laid out 
of the question by the arbitrator, it need not be further 
noticed. 

The Medical policies were in 1860 exchanged by Sir J. 
Bowring’s son, acting as his agent, for policies in the Albert 
Life Assurance Company. 

By the deed of amalgamation of the Medical Invalid 
Society and the Albert Company, dated the 14th March, 1561, 
a fund called “ The Life Assurance Fund,”and the interest, 
dividends, and income thereof, were settled upon trust in the 
first place to pay all immediate claims on the property of 
the Medical Invalid Society up to the 21st September, 1860. 
Secondly, to pay the costs of the trustees in execution of the 
trusts. Thirdly, “ to raise and pay all and every sueh sums or 
sum of money as may be required to pay and satisfy every (if 
any) claim or demand on account of any policy issued by the 
Medical Invalid Society, or any other liability or obligation 
of such last-mentioned company, which the Aibert and 
Medical Life Assurance Company shall not pay or satisfy,” 
and all costs which the directors of the Medical Society and 
the trustees of the fund or any shareholder or officer of 
the dissolved company, might incur by reason of any breach 
or non-performance of a covenant thereinbefore contained 
by the Albert Company to pay all claims on Medical Society 
policies occurring by deaths after the 21st September, 1860, 
and all other claims on the Medical Society, and subject 
and without prejudice to the trusts aforesaid, the trustees 
‘* will and shall at the expiration of ten years from the 21st 
day of September, 1860, and whether any of the aforesaid 
liabilities, obligations, or engagements of the said 
Medical Society shall be then subsisting ar not, hold the 
said trust premises and all accumulations thereof or so much 
thereof respectively as shall nothave been applied or disposed 
ot under ‘the preceding trusts or under the proviso next 
hereinafter contained, upon trust for the said Albert and 
Medical Life Assurance Company, and to assign and transfer 
the same as the same Company shall direct.” 

In 1869 orders were made for winding up the Albert Life 
Assurance Company and the Medical Invalid Society. 

On behalf cf Sir John Bowring, it was now contended 
—lst, that the above trusts were inconsistent with the 
statement in the circular, and that being so, that Sir 
J. Bowring and the other policyholders, who accepted 
policies from the Albert Company in exchange for their Me- 
dical policies, were entitled to have the accumulated fund 
of the Medical Society appropriated as a fund for the pay- 
ment of the amounts to become due on their policies ; 2nd, 
that Sir J. Bowring and such other policyholders were en- 
titled to have such parts of the accumulated fund as had 
been applied contrary to the terms of the circular made 
good out of the general assets either of the Medical Society 
or of the Albert Company. And Srdly that in any case 
they were entitled to claim against the general assets of 
the Medical Society. 

Galland, for Sir J. Bowring. 

Lemon, for the Medical Invalid Society, referred to The 
Sovereign Life Assurance Company's case, 15 S. J. $16. 

Galland in repl 

Lord Caress, ~ There aresome things about this case which 
are perfectly clear. In the first place, it is perfectly clear that 
Sir John Bowring has now no claim whatever against the 
Medical Company on his old policies : that claim is pastand 

ne, and his claim on his policies is now not against the 

edioal but against the Albert. It is equally clear that Sir 
John Bowring has now no claim against the trust faad under 
the trusts of the deed as exeouted on the occasion of the amal- 
gamation, because the trusts of that deed are, after payment 
of immediate claims, which would not apply to his casa, and 
of coats, then thirdly ‘‘to raise and pay all and every such 
sume or eum of money as may be required to pay and satisfy 
every, if any, claim or domand on account of any poliey 
issued by the Medical Society er any other liability or obliga- 
tion of auch last-mentioned company, which the Albert 
shall not pay or satisfy.” To bring any person claiming the 
benefit of that trust within the words of it, he would have 
to ehow that he hada liability of the Medical in the int 
place, andin the second that that liability had not Deen either 











305 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPGRTER. Feb, 24,1849, i 








paid or satisfied by the Albert. Neither of those things could 
Sir John Bowring say. He could not say that he had any 
liability of the Medical of the kind mentioned, and he could 
not say that such liability of the Medical as he formerly had 
had not been paid or satisfied by the Albert, because when 
the Albert issued anew policy in place of the old, they satis- 
fied the liability on the old polioy. ‘ 

The claim of Sir John Bowring then is reduced to this much 
narrower one. He raises the question whether in substance 
there was not in the circular or circulars issued by the Medical 
Company at the time of the amalgamation a promise or engage- 
ment to frame the trusts in a manner different from that in 
which they are now found to be framed, and he raises the 
question whether that does not give him a right not under the 
trust deed, but, as it were, against the trust deed, and either 
to follow the funds which have been brought under the control 
of the trustees of that deed, and te have those funds applied in 
a way different from and wider than the application pointed 
out in the trust deed, or else to have some personal remedy 
against the Medical or itsshareholders for not framing the 
trusts of the deed as he contends they had promised to do. His 
ease in this respect may be narrowed still further, for it is clear 
to my mind that these trusts which were declared by the 
deed, having stood for ten years, rights having accrued and 
having been dealt with under those trusts, and ultimately a 
decree of the Court of Chancery having given effect to those 
trusts and ordered them to be carried inte execution, it is im- 
possible for Sir John Bowring now to vary or upset those 
trusts, or to affect the funds subject to those trusts. 

Then has he a personal right against the Medical for not 
having declared those trusts in a different form? That de- 
pends on the language of thecirculars, or rather on the language 
of the first of the two circulars; because the second circular, 
being a circular intended for the agent of the Medical Society 
alone, intended on the face ot it for the agents, and being 
couched in language which would make it unsuitable for 
communication to policyholders at large, all the probabilities 
of the case would be against that second circular having 
come to the knowledge cf a person who was merely a policy- 
holder; and unless I found it proved clearly and plainly 
that it had come to his knowledge, I could not assume that 
it had done so. It is admitted, in a way that is very fair and 
reasonable, that there is no evidence one way or the other, 
and I cannot look at that second circular as haviug any 
bearing on the case. The question is narrewed again, there- 
fore, as I have said, to the consideration of the first circular. 
Now, the first circular I have had to consider before, but I 
may repeat now the view that I took on a former oceasion, 
which is now confirmed. The circular runs in these words 
[bis Lordship read the circular]. Now there are three 
sentences there, and as to the first and third no question could 
arise. The first tells the policyholders that there was an 
arrangement for amalgamation in pursuance of the power of 
the deed of settlement and of resolutions, and that the engage- 
ments of the Medical Society would be satisfied by the Albert 
Company. The third sentence is that the Albert Company 
bas agreed to issue policies in exchange for the Medical policies, 
As far as the first and third are concerned, they amountin the 
clearest and most unequivocal manner to an invitation to the 
policybolders to accept an arrangement under which their 
paymasters, if I may so term them, would be the Albert: 
it would be for the Albert to satisfy the engagements of the 
Mesical, and it would be for the Albert to issue Albert policies 
in exchange for the Medical. If this arrangement were acced- 
ed to by a policyholder, the liability to him of the Medical 
would be at an end, the policy of the Medieal would be gone, 
and would no longer be a liability of the Medical to be pro- 
vided for. It is on the second or intermediate sentence that 
the only ambiguity could arise: ‘‘ Under this arrangement the 
accumulated funds of this Society will be invested to meet its 
Liabilities, whilst its policyholders will enjoy the additional 
secarity afforded by the combined income arising from the 
zmalgamated business of both panies, ting to more 
than £220,000 annually, and thefarther guarantee of a numerous 
proprietary.” 

Now cartainly, I think this is an unfortunate sentence, ex- 
— in aclumsy way, whatever construction be put on it, 

t looking at the whole circular, itappears to me now, as I said 





before, that it does not meanto say more than this,that the funds 
of the Medical would be invested to meet liabilities, which con- 
tinued to be liabilities of the Medical: and that its policyholders 

thet is, these oy er ta who continued to maintain their 


claim against the Medical—would indirectly havethis species of 
atiditional security, namely, the advantage of the engagement 





or guarantee of the Albert given to the Medical that the Albert 
would satisfy those liabilities of the Medical. I think thy 
sentence may fairly be held to have that meaning, although, 
I repeat, it was a clumsy mode of expressing the arrangement, 

But then if there was any ambiguity or doubt about it, what 
I find is this : the policyholder, Sir John Bowring, to whom 
it was addressed, through his agents—it was not any personal 
act of his own—took no steps at all to ascertain what the 
might, if they had had the slightest doubt on the subject, have 
ascertained : they took no steps that I can find to ascertain 
what the resolutions were to which the circuler referred, which 
had been passed attwo special meetings, and they took no steps 
to ascertain the manner and form in which the trusts of these 
funds were declared. They had the means of ascertaining and 
knowing all this, and they not having used those means, [ 
cannot hold Sir John Bowring entitled to remain quiescent for 
ten years, and then come forward to make a complaint agai 
the Medical, founded on an act of theirs which, if complai 
of at the time, and if the complaint was well founded, might 
then have been set right. I think that before he or his agents 
took the strong step of abandoning the liability of the Medi 
giving up the Medical policy and aecepting that of theA 
they ought to have satisfied themselves on this point. I think 
not having done so, and it being clear they have no olaim 
on their policies against the Medical, that they have no claim 
on the trust-fund under the declared trusts, that 
have no claim to rectify or re-form those trusts, and that their 
claim (if any) can only be a personal claim against the share. 
holders in the Medical for not having declared the trusts dif. 
ferently,; they must both show a very clear and distinct con 
tract in the circular to have the trusts declared in a different 
form, and also that if there was such a contract, they have 
made their complaint of any departure from it in due time 
after they had'the means of knowing that it was (if it was) 
departed from. I am compelled, therefore, to come to the 
conclusion that Sir John Bowring’s only claim is against the 
Albert or the Albert policies. 

I have considered the question as to costs. Ido not think 
Ican make Sir John Bowring pay any costs, because I am not 
surprised, looking at the question of construction that arose on 
that cirsular, that the question should be raised, and although 
to some extent it came before me in a former case, the matter 
was not sufficiently exhausted then to make it right that I 
should dismiss his present application with costs. It is suf- 
ficient simply to say that there will be no costs. 





COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
LINCOLN’S-INN-FIELDS, 
(Before Mr. Registrar Perys, acting as Chief Judge.) 
Feb. 15,—Re Wilson. 

Landlord may distrain for rent actually due at the -_ 
petition for liquidation, but must prove against the debtor's 
estate in respect of any amount becoming due afterwards, 

This was an application by a trustee under a liquidation 
for an order upon the landlord of the premises where the 
debtor formerly carried on his business, to return the amount 
of one quarter’s rent in respect of which he had caused 
distress to be levied. 

Tke debtor held the premises as a yearly tenant at a rental 
of £130 per year, payable on the usual quarter days, In 
August, 1871, he filed a petition for liquidation, there being 
then due to the landlord the quarter’s rent up to the Mid- 
summer-day previously, and the proportionate part of the 
following quarter's rent. A trustee having in the meantime 
been appointed under the liquidation, the landlord on the 
20th of October caused a distress to be levied upon the goods 
of the debtor for £65, being the amount of half-year’s rent 
due at Michaelmas, and proceeded to a sale. present 
application followed. 

y the terms of the 34th section “the landlord or other 
to whom any rent is due from the bankrupt may 

at any time, either before or after the commencement of 
bankruptey, distrain upon the goods or effects of the bank- 
rupt for the rent due to him from the bankrupt, with this 
limitation—that if such distress for rent be levied after the 
commencement of the bankruptcy, it shall be available only 
for one year’s rent accrued due prior to the date of the order 


of adjudication; but the landlord or other person to whom 


the rent may be due from the bankrupt may prove 
the bankruptcy for the overplus due for which the 
- not have available.” 
, Knight, in support of the application, —The question ia 


this case is whether, when liquidation occurs in the 
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——— . 
of a quarter, the landlord can distrain for the full quarter’s 
sent due after . It is submitted that he can only dis- 
+n for the amount due prior to the date of the petition, or 
intment of trustee, which was equivalent to an order of 
aijudication his power to distrain cannot arise in the 
middle of a quarter. 

Mr. Registrar Perys.—By the terms of the 35th sections 
jshe not entitled to a proportionate part of the rent as if it 
grew due from day to day ? 

Knight.—He may prove for it, but he has no right of 
distress. The concluding words of the 34th section, com- 
mencing “ but the landlord,” &c., put the matter beyond 
alldoubt. See also section 35. 

Mr. Michael, solicitor, for the landlord. There is really 
nohardship upon the debtor’s estate, for we are entitled to 
receive payment in full of our debt; at all events, we are 
entitled to a portion. 

Knight, inreply, cited Birmingham Gas Company v. Adams, 
19 W. R. 123, L. R. 11 Eq. 204; Le parte Duignan re Bissell, 
39 W. R. 711, and contended that the landlord could have 
no right at all under the 12th and 34th sections, except as a 
creditor holding security. 

Mr. Registrar Perys.—There is a clear distinction in- 
tended between the landlord’s right to distrain and his 
power to prove. According to the 34th section, I think he 
isentitled to distrain in respect to rent actually due before 
adjudication, and he may prove for the balance, It is one 
thing to prove ; it is one quite another thing to distrain. 

Order for return of one quarter's rent, with leave to prove; 
no order as to costs. 

Solicitor for the trustee, H. S. Hubbard. 


COUNTY COURTS, 
LAMBETH, 
(Before J. Prrr Taxtor, Esq., Judge.) 
Feb, 20.—Moss v. Hatherley. 
Attorneys’ fees. 

The plaintiff, an attorney, claimed 15s., his fee for appear- 
ing for the defendant in one of the London county courts. 
The fee was to have been a guinea, but as the county court 
scale only allowed 15s., plaintiff had reduced his claim to 
that sum, to bring it within the power of the Court. The 
point of the plaintiff's case was that he entered all fees re- 
teived in a book, and that, on the defendant, some time after 
‘the case had been heard, applying to plaintiff for the return 
of his plaint note, to enable him to get some money out of 
Court, — discovered that he had no entry in his fee- 
book of the receipt of the fee. The defendant then said he 
bad paid the fee of a guinea at the time of retaining plain- 
tif and handing him the plaint-note, a statement which 
plaintiff now declared to be untrue, as shown by the absence 
ofany entry in his book. 

The defendant now swore positively to having paid 
plintiff a guinea at the time of giving him the plaint-note. 

Mr, Pirr Tayzor said he could not take the negative 
evidence of the plaintiff's book as of equal value with the 
petitive declaration of the defendant. It was easy to under- 
stand how an attorney with numerous cases might forget to 
eater one in his book, but in the case of a person like the 
defendant, to whom in all probability the payment of a 
guinea to an attornoy was quite an event of importance, it 
was not at all likely that his memory would be at fault. It 
was a bad practice on the part of attorneys not to give re- 
Dg in cases of this kind. Koon Moss.—It's quite impos- 

] There is nothing at all impossible in the matter. If 





the practice of giving recoipts had existed, this ease would inall 
bility not have come before the Court. As it stood, he 


Waé satisfied the defendant had paid the money, and plain- 
WPhad forgotten it. ‘The judgment must therefore be for 
the defendant, with his costs of attendance. 





Mr. Victor Alexander Williamson, M. A.. barrister-at-law, 
ithe Northern Circuit, has been appointed (in conjunction 
With W. E. Frere, Esq., late of the Bombay Civil Service) 
tobea commissioner to enquire into the condition of the 
immigrants at Mauritius, Mr. Williamson was 
educated at Christ Church, Oxford, of which society he was 
Sstudent, and was called to the bar at the Inner’ ‘Temple 
November, 1865. Asa member of the Northern Circuit, 
has attended the Durham and Northumberland sessions, 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Arruur Hosuovse, Q.C., has been appointed Legal 
Member of the Supreme Council of India, in succession to 
Mr. Fitzjames Stephen, Q.C., (see S. J., Aug. 14, 1869), 
who has held the office since December, 1869. Mr. Hob- 
house is the youngest son of the late Right Hon. Henry 
Hobhouse (a cousin of Sir John Cam Hobhouse, who was 
raised to the peerage as Lord Broughton), by Harriet, 
sixth daughter of John Turton, Esq., of Sugnall Hall, 
Staffordshire. Mr. Hobhouse’s father for some time held the 
office of solicitor to the Treasury; he was Under-Secretary 
in the Home Department from 1817 to 1827, and for many 
years was chairman of the Somersetshire Quarter Sessions, 
which office he resigned in 1845, and died in 1854. Mr. 
Arthur Hobhouse was born in 1819. He was educated at 
Balliol College, Oxford, and took his degree in 1841. He 
was called to the bar at Lincoln’s Inn in May, 
1845, and practised in the Equity Courts. He became 2 
Queen’s Counsel in 1862. In August, 1869, he was appointed 
one of the three commissioners under the Endowed 
Schools Act, 1869. In 1848 he married Mary, second 
— of Thomas Henry Farrer, Esq., of the Board of 
Trade. 

The Legal Membership of the Council of India is 
worth £10,000 a year. The appointment is stated to have 
been offered, in the first instance, to Mr. Henry S. P. Win- 
terbotham, M.P. for Stroud, and Under-Secretary in the 
Home Department, and by him declined. 


Mr. Isaac Preston, jun., solicitor, of Great Yarmouth, 
in the county of Suffolk, has been elected clerk of the 
peace for that borough, in succession to the late Mr. J. L. 
Cufaude. Mr. Preston’s father is also a solicitor of Yar- 
mouth, and is mayor of the borough for the current year. 
His grandfather served as mayor in 1816 and 1822. Mr. 
Preston, jun., was admitted in 1863, and has represented 
the market ward in the Yarmouth town council, but ceased 
to be a member on his election to the clerkship of the peace. 


Mr. Gzorce Frepericx Crowpy, solicitor, of Faringdon, 
Berks, has been appointed (by Sir Nicholas Throckmorton, 
Bart., High Sheriff) to be Under-Sheriff of Berkshire for the 
current year, succeeding Mr. J.T. Morland, solicitor, of 
Abingdon, in that office. Mr. Crowdy was certificated in 
1841, and holds the offices of registrar of the Faringdon 
County Court, and clerk to the magistrates of that division. 


Mr. Lzonarp Joun Deacon, solicitor, of Peterborough, 
has been appointed (by the Hon. G. Fitzwilliam, High 
Sheriff), to be Under-Sheriff for the counties of Cambridge 
and Huntingdon for the current year, in succession to Mr. 
Robert Dawbarn, jun,, solicitor, of March. Mr. Deacon 
was admitted in 1853, and is deputy clerk of the peace for 
the liberty of Peterborough, and clerk to the commisioners 
of taxes for Norman Cross. 


Mr. Mansuatt Ponrtirex, solicitor, of St. Andrew’s- 
court, Holborn, has been appointed (by Alderman Sir James 
Duke, Bart., High Sheriff), to be Under-Sheriff of the 
county of Sussex for the current year, succeeding Mr. 
Thomas Coppard, solicitor, of Henfield, in that office. Mr. 
Pontifex was admitted in 1856, and is a partner in the firm 
of J. & M. Pontifex, solicitors. 


Mr. FREDERICK DANBY PALMER, solicitor, of Great Yar- 
mouth, has been elected clerk to the Yarmouth Board of 
Guardians, in the place of Mr. J. L. Cufaude, deceased. 
When Mr, Cufaude took office, he was appointed at a salary 
of £105 per annum, which sum, after fifteen years’ service, 
was advanced to £125. Mar, Palmer, however, commences 
with £105. 


Mr. Horatio Dain, of No. 19, Great George-street, 
Westminster, has been appointed a London Commissioner to 
administer oaths at Common Law, 


Mr. Samvusi Coox Franxisu, solicitor, of Hull, has been 
appointed (by the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine 
of p poset, to be a commissioner for taking affidavits in 
the Courts of Chancery and Common Pleas of the County 
Palatine. 

Mx. Evear Currsrwas Haxvie, of the tirm of Minet 
Smith, Son & Harvie, of No. 3, New Broad-street, London, 
E.C,, has been appointed a perpetual commissioner for 
taking the acknowiclquents of deeds by married women, 
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GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE, 


Exmer’s Practice tn Lunacy. 

Sir,—With my best thanks for the very favourable notice 
of my new edition of the ‘‘ Practice in Lunacy,” given in 
your Journal of the 23rd December last, and to which my 
attention has just been called, allow me to say that if you 
will have the goodness to turn to the note on page 2 of the 
volume, you will there see a reference to the Chancery 
Officers’ Act, 1867 (30 & 81 Vict. c. 87, s. 13), of which you 
say you ‘do not find mention.” JosH, ELMER. 

45, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Feb. 17. 





Bank or ENGLAND PRACTICE, 


Sir,—The suit of Prosser v. The Governor and Company of 
the Bank of England was instituted for the purpose of com- 
pelling the bank authorities to recognise the provisions of 
the Act 5 & 6 Vict. c. 99, which they have hitherto declined 
to do. The Act provides that extracts from parish registers, 
verified by the proper person to whose custody the original 
register is entrusted, shall require no further verification, 
but shall be admissible in evidence in any court of justice. 
Before this Act was passed, the practice of the Accountant- 
General in Chancery and the Bank of England agreed. 
Both required as evidence of the death of a stockholder (1) 
a burial certificate ; (2) an affidavit, or, in the case of the 
Bank, a statutory declaration, proving the examination of 
the burial certificate with the original register; (3) an 
affidavit or declaration of identity. But since the passing 
of the Act 5 & 6 Vict. c. 99, the Court of Chancery has 
admitted burial and other certificates without any further 
verification than the signature of the rector, curate, or 
other person entrusted with the custody of the register. On 
the other hand, the Bank of England has refused to depart 
from its former practice, and still requires in each case 
where a death is proved in respect of a joint account, that 
the burial certificate should be accompanied by a declaration 
proving its examination with the register. 

The expense occasioned to the public by this refusal of 
the Bank to recognise an Act of Parliament passed thirty 
years ago, may be estimated from the evidence furnished by 
the Bank in this suit. The principal clerk in the register 
office at the Bank states that the number of deaths proven 
atthe Bank uponaccounts of stock by means of burial extracts 
is on an average about 3,000 annually. As the additional 
cost of the declaration required by the Bank to verify the 
burial extract, involving as it does in many cases a long 
journey to the place of burial, does not fall below an 
average sum of two guineas in each case, it follows that 
this requirement of the Bank has cost the public upwards 
of £180,000 since the Act was passed which rendered it 
wanecessary. 

Moreover, if the Court of Chancery allows its funds to 
be transferred on the production of burial extracts without 
any “other evidence than that of identity, it seems absurd 
~e any further safeguard should be required by the 

Jank, 

Notwithstanding these arguments, Vice-Chancellor 
Wickens did not feel himself at liberty to compel the 
Bank to alter its practice, and accordingly dismissed the bill 
with costs. The Vice-Chancellor, indeed, expressed a wish 
that the practice of the Bank could be assimilated to that 
of the Court of Chancery; but would not interfere to pro- 
duce this result. 

We shall be anxious to see if this decision will be upheld 
in case of an appeal, 

H. C. Nisret & Co., 
Plaintiff's solicitors. 


35, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 


LeoaL Evvucation Association. 

Sir,—Since the mecting of the executive committee on the 
1%h instant, petitions from the solicitors practising in 
Worcestershire, Nottinghamshire, Pembrokeshire, Stoc 
on Sces, Altrincham, Manchester, Bolton and Staleybridge, 
have been sent to various Members of Parliament for pre- 
sentation to the House of Commons, in support of the 
resolutions Sir Roundell Palmer proposes to move, on the 
Ist A March, in favour of the establishment of a central 
school of law. Similar petitions have also been presented 
by the Incorporated Law Socictics of Bristol, em 
and Newcastle-upm-Tyne, and it is believed that the other 





incorporated law societies will also present petitions to the 
same effect. 

Upwards of 2,760 signatures have been obtained to the 
netitions which are in circulation in the various counties of 

ngland and Wales, exclusive of those which have been 
and are being signed in London, Middlesex, Lancashire, 
Cheshire, Staffordshire, and Warwickshire. 

Joun V. Lonarourng, Hon. Sec, 
Legal Education Association, 51, Carey-strect, 
Lincoln’s Inn, Feb. 22. 





Lecat Epvcatron. 


Sir,—Will you allow me to draw your attention to the 
question suggested in the enclosed letter in relation to sip 
R. Palmer’s Bill for a Law University. 

J. G. Laneuam, Joy, 

Uckfield, Sussex, 20th February; 1872. 


“Uckfield, February 17th, 1872, 

“Dear Sir, —I return the petition, signed by myself, being 
the only solicitor in this town. 

“T take this opportunity of calling attention to the unjust 
bar placed against our branch of the profession, which 
prevents any solicitor being called to the bar until he hag 
been three years off the roll of attorneys ; or, in other words, 
without a professional income for that period. I have heard 
that this is a rule of modern date, and that it was first estab. 
lished- when Mr. Wilde, who was a solicitor, went to the bar, 
and by his rapid success became Chief Justice of the Com. 
mon Pleas, and afterwards Lord Chancellor. Be that as it 
may, it is a very unjust rule, and such as does not obtain in 
any other profession, In the army, the navy, the chureh, or 
the medical profession, every man is entitled to his successive 
steps upon due proof of qualification, without being debarred 
from the active practice of his profession for any intervening 
period, however limited. 

‘The establishment of a law university seems a fitting 
occasion for the removal of this injustice, so as to allow any 
solicitor to pass on to the bar at any time upon passing the 
proper examination, which may be required for that branch 
of the profession, taking his name off the roll of attorneys 
immediately on his admission to the bar, for I am not advo- 
cating any fusion of the two branches. 

‘¢] trust you will think this subject of sufficient im 
to bring before the Council of the Legal Education 
tion, and in order to invite discussion upon it, I senda 
copy of this letter to the several legal journals, and also to 
Sir R. Palmer.—Yours faithfully, 

“J. G. LANcuam, Jen. 
John V. Longbourne, Esq., 
“Hon. Sec. Legal Education Association,”’ 








PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION, 


HOUSE OF LORDS, 


Feb. 16.~The Lord Chief Justice.—The Duke of Argyle 
made an explanation ; while claiming for every member of 
the Government the fullest right to discuss with freedom 
both the writing and the publication of the Lord Chief 
Justice’s letter to the Premier, he expressed his regret for 
any words which might have been justly deemed personally 
offensive to the Lord Chief Justice. =k 

Feb. 19.—Railway Amalgamation.—The Earl of Airlie 
asked what course the Government would take on this sub- 
ject.—Lord Halifax said the Government proposed that 
there should be a joint committee of both Houses, to con- 
sider whether the amalgamation now broached on 7 
scale should be sanctioned, and if so, what securities 
be taken for the interests of the public. Be 

Ecclesiastical Courts and Registries Bill. Ecclesiastical 
Procedure Bill.—The Earl of Shaftesbury, in mo 
second reading of these bills, said the question involv had 
been long before the public. He then detailed the Par- 
liamentary history of the measures. One difference, how- 
ever, there was between the present measure and that of 1871. 
To meet the wishes of Lord Salisbury and the Bishop of 
Peterborough, he had divided the bill into two parts. In 
the first Pill he proposed to deal with the registries and all 
that related to the structure of the courts; and in the 
second bill he proposed to fix and Jimit the mode of if 
cedure in the courts. The second bill was, in of 
fact, nothing more nor less than the thirty-second clause 
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fhe bill which was referred to a Select Committee in the 
form in which it came back from the committee. j The fol- 
lowing was the text of the measure :—“ Suits against clerks 
for offences against the laws ecclesiastical, shall be com- 
menced sither by the Bishop of his own motion, or by three 
members of the Church being inhabitant householders of 
the diocese ; provided always, that in the case of a charge 
of teaching or maintaining unsound doctrine, a written 
statement of the particulars on which such charge is 
founded shall, in the first place, be laid before the Bishop, 
who may, if he shall think that such statement does not 
contain sufficient prima facie ground for proceeding, refuse 
his assent to the institution of the suit, subject, however, to 
an appeal against such refusal to the Archbishop ; and the 
appellant may appear before the Archbishop either in per- 
son or by counsel on his behalf in support of the appeal.” — 
The Bishop of Peterborough was glad the measure was di- 
vided, that he might heartily support the first half and 
oppose the other. In a long and very humorous speech he 
deprecated the commission to private lay hands, supple- 
mented as they now were by joint-stock associations, such 
as the Church Association, of such very wide and uncon. 
trolled powers of prosecution as those proposed by the Pro. 
cedure Bill.—The Archbishop of Canterbury said_the laity 
were a8 much an integral part of our common Church ag 
the clergy. He therefore thought that the proposal before 
the House was just as harmless as any other which said 
that the laity should have power to interfere in ecclesiastical 
as well as in other matters. Lord Shaftesbury ought, he 
thought, to be afforded a prospect of carrying his measure 
through the House of Lords and sending it to the House 
of Commons—The Duke of Richmond would vote against 
the bill. ‘To enable persons to move in the present state of 
the Church, as was proposed under the bill, when they could 
not do so otherwise, was a course which was, in his opinion, 
very much to be deprecated.—The Bishop of London sup- 
ported the bill on the ground that every parishioner had a 
right to the services in his parish church, and was entitled 
toask that they should be conducted in accordance with 
the laws of the Church to which he belonged. He not only 
had that right, but he ought to have the opportunity of vin- 
dicating that right when it was violated. But he thought 
the power conferred upon any three inhabitants of a diocese 
too large, and believed it should be limited to three 
parishioners living in the parish where the cause of com- 
plaint arose.—The Lord Chancellor agreed with the view 
taken by the Ritual Commission with regard to the neces- 
sity for the protection of parishioners. Believing that in 
that direction facilities were required, and that they might 
be obtained from the bill if it were modified, he was not 

pared to support the motion for its rejection.—Lord 

telton was unable to support the bill as it stood.—The 
Earl of Shaftesbury, in reply, said he conscientiously be- 
lieved that the proposal he had made would tend to pro- 
mote the best interests of the Church, and that if this bill 
were thrown out they would find the Church brought into 
a state of litigation and confusion of which they could 
form no idea, and which they would all deeply regret.— 
The Ecclesiastical Courts and Registries Bill was then read 
a second time; but the Ecclesiastical Procedure Bill was 
thrown out by 24 to 14. 

The number of Land s inthe Kingdom.—Lord Derby 
asked if it was the intention of the Government to take any 
steps forascertaining ee the number of proprictors of 
land or houses in the United Kingdom, with the quantity 
of land owned by each.—Lord Halifax proposed to give a 
nominal list of every owner of land to the extent of one 
acre or upwards in every county of England, together with 
the quantity of land which each owner has in the county. 
Ih rd to owners of less than one acre, he thought it 
would be sufficient to state their number in each county 
without specifying their names, Tho same process would 
be gone through in Scotland and Ireland. He hoped to be 
able to lay these returns on the table before the end of the 

on, 

Feb. 20.—Thoe Burial Grounds Bill was road a third timo 
and passed. 








HOUSE OF COMMONS, 
Feb. 16,—Costs in Criminal Prosecutions. —Mr, Magniac 
the Secretary to the Treasury whether it was tho in- 
tention of the Lords of the ‘I'reasury to abandon tho present 
‘#ystem of disallowing portions of the costs of criminal prose- 





cutions, which had been described by the Lord Chief Justice, 
ina recent judgment, as having no legal authority.—Mr. 
Baxter: The payments made as costs of criminal prosecu- 
tions may be classed under four heads :—1, Expenses of 
prosecutors and witnesses; 2, court fees to clerks of the 
peace at sessions ; 3, fees of justices’ clerks ; 4, fees of coun- 
sel and attorney. Under the first three heads the disallow- 
ances of the Treasury chiefly consist in bringing to scale, and 
correcting mistakes made by the local officers, and it never 
could have been intended that the Treasury should not have 
the power of rectifying errors of thiskind. Under the fourth 
head, however, a larger question arises, and it is now under 
consideration in what manner the Treasury can best recon- 
cile the duty of seeing that irregular charges are not paid 
out of of the grant with the interests of the ratepayers in 
counties and boroughs. The Treasury had the matter still 
under consideration. 

The Jurymen’s Grievances—Mr. Lopes called attention to 
the defective state of the law with regard to the summon- 
ing, attendance, and remuneration of jurymen. The exist- 
ing state of that law was onerous to a large class of her 
Majesty’s subjects. It was unsatisfactory and distasteful to 
a large body of suitors, and to those who were concerned in 
the administration of the law. Those evils had been recog- 
nised by the Legislature over and over again, and had been 
descanted upon by almost every judge in the superior courts. 
In 1867 the whole subject was referred to a select com- 
mittee, which, not having completed its labours, was re- 
appointed in 1868. The committee made an elaborate 
report, recognising all the grievances of which jurymen had 
to complain, and containing several recommendations. In 
1869 the Judicature Commission made a report, in which 
they recognised the defective state of the law with regard to 
jurymen. In 1870 a bill was brought into that House by 
Lord Enfield, and subsequently became law. That Act con- 
tained many valuable provisions, but it had proved in- 
sufficient. It enacted that jurymen should receive a higher 
remuneration than they received before ; but the machinery 
was so utterly ineffective that very early in last session it 
became necessary to repeal the elause relating to remunera- 
tion, and at present the remuneration of jurymen stood on 
the same footing as it did before the passing of the Juries 
Act of 1870. The root of the evils of which jurymen have 
to complain was the insufficient and inaccurate compilation 
of the jury lists. The jury lists were prepared by overseers 
in September every year. They were afterwards submitted 
to the magistrates, who allowed them. But for the some- 
what onerous duty thus cast upon overseers they re- 
ceived no remuneration, and the result was, that the 
jury lists of one year were frequently simply a copy 
of the jury lists of the year before, or, it might be, 
of the jury lists of ten years before. No notice was 
taken of removals, of deaths, or of those who, since 
the lists were originally prepared, had become quali- 
fied in the parish to serve as jurymen. The Under- 
Sheriff of Middlesex stated before the committee that the 
number of special jurymen in that county was nominally 
1,800, but that at least one-third of those were inefficient, 
i.e, if all the names in the books were called over, only 
two-thirds would answer to their names. And the Under- 
Sheriff stated that under an improved system we ought to 
have 6,000 or 8,000 special jurymen in the county of 
Middlesex instead of 1,800. The Under-Sheriff for the 
county of Surrey stated that the number of jurymen in 
that district would be quadrupled under an improved sys- 
tem. The jury list should be revised by the revising 
barrister, in the same manner as he revised the lists of 
Parliamentary electors, By the Juries Act of 1870 a new 
qualification for special jurymen was introduced. Any 
person who was rated to the extent of £100 a year ina town 
éontaining 20,000 inhabitants, or £50 elsewhere, became by 
that Act qualified to serve as a special juryman. The 
qualification ought to be extended even beyond that. There 
was & great number of persons who had very little indeed 
to do, who were very intelligent, and who would be glad if 
means were devised by which they might be employed and 
sit upon a special jury. At the present moment it was lett 
to each individual to determine for himself whether he 
should serve on a special or on a common jury, And that 
was & very great mistake, The hon. member proceeded to 
argue in favour of reducing the number for trial of each 
case, and increasing their remuneration. Before the Act 
of 1870 special jurymen were entitled to receive only one 
guinea for a case, and common jurymen only Sd., but under 
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that Act the special jurymen might receive a guinea for each 
day’s attendance, and common jurymen 10s., and that was a 

fair sum. But the machinery of the Act broke down, and the 

whole thing fell to the ground. In his opinion this payment 

ought to be made not by the parties to the suit, but by the 

State. The judge who was appointed to administer the law 
was paid by the State. He did not see why the jury who 

were to try the facts should not be paid in the same manner, 

and the means might be provided by the imposition of a 

stamp upon every process under which legal proceedings 
were origina He moved that the law relating to juries 

ought to be dealt with as a whole in a bill to be brought in 
by the Government at the earliest possible period.—Mr. 

W. H. Smith, in seconding the motion, testified to the great 

dissatisfaction which prevailed in his constituency at the 
operation of the present law.—Mr. Hunt called attention 

to the state of the law with re; to persons living in towns 

having Quarter Sessions. ersons whose qualification 

made them liable to serve on juries for their towns, were 

not liable to serve in the County Court ; but there was no 

exemption with regard to service at the assizes. However, 

there was no machinery to bring them to serve at the as- 
sizes. In the opinion of many clerks of the peace it was 

safer to omit the names of such persons from the jury book, 
lest if in a capital case one of them served on the jury a 

-question might be afterwards raised as to the validity of the 
conviction. The matter ought to receive the attention of 

the Government.—Mr. Wheelhouse did not think it would 

be practicable to provide remuneration for jurymen by 

means of stamps affixed to writs and plaints, as suggested 
by Mr. Lopes. He suggested that cases should be tried by 

juries of five or seven at the option of the parties, and that 
any one who had served on a jury should not be required 

to serve again for three years. Any legislation on the 

subject ought to sweep away altogether the distinction 

between the ial and common jury lists. He agreed that 

jurymen should be paid by the State as well as judges.— 
Mr. Collins said that what we really wanted was, if possible, 

to get rid of juries altogether. The t objection to this 

was entertained by the judges, who did not like to be called 

upon to decide cases. He protested against the notion 

that jurors ought to be paid out of the public funds. 

—Mr. Denman thought thata —_< seven was sufficiently 

ishment of justice, but could 


numerous to insure the accomp 
net agree that questions of fact should be taken out of the 
hands of juries and left for the decision of judges only. 


for law in this country was kept up by 

the fact that the judges were confined to questions of 
law, while all matters of fact were left to the decision of 
jaries—The Attorney-General entirely concurred with 
many of the remarks made by Mr. Lopes, but there were 
some observations with which he could not , and some 
points upon which he could not, without consultation with 
his colleagues, speak with any degree of authority. As to 
the payment of jurymen by the State, he could not say any- 
thing without consultation with the Chancellor cf the Ex- 
chequer. As to the remuneration of jurymen in payment 
of their services, it might be said that under the existing 
law the jurymen were as much a part of the tribunal as the 
judge, and ought to be paid as the judge was, out of the 
coffers of the State, but the cases did not quite run on all 
. The juror was only occasionally called upon to dis- 
charge his functions, while the judge had to. devote his 
whole life to the study of the law which it was his duty to 
administer. He could not agree that it would be well, even 
in casee where the parties did not desire one, for the assist- 
ance of a jury to be dispensed with. His reason 
for taking this view was this,—we live in a country the 
institations of which were mixed up in a vast and com- 
plicated system, the working of which was not to be 
measured ite direct and immediate effects, but by the 
consequent effects it had upon other portions 

of the social and political machine, Therefore, he should 
exceedingly dislike to see the time when the general public 
were divorced from all interest or concern in the administra- 
tion of justice. He regarded juries as a most useful institu- 
tion, because they interested the general public in the ad- 
ministration of justice, and afforded them an education 
which hardly anything else could give. Still less would it 
be desirable to dispense with juries in the trial of cases 
where passion, or party, or class intereste were concerned. 
It was a great safeguard not only to the parties interested, 
but to the character of the bench itself, that there should be 
in the jury 2 bulwark, as it were, between the decisions 





arrived at and the bench, which would otherwise have t) 
decide both upon the facts and the law of cases. Wity 
regard to the broad general question, he entirely agreed in 
the view that the state of the English law with reference to 
juries was little less than a scandai. This was certainly g 
state of things which ought to be put an end to, and Le 
for one, should like to see the necessary steps taken with a 
view to that end. With regard to the number of persong 
who should form a jury, he quite agreed that in all ordinary 
trials, both civil and criminal, a jury of seven would be 
amply sufficient, but in trials for murder he would adhere to 
the present number. He could not undertake to say when 
it would be possible to undertake legislation on the subject, 
but the subject was one which had honestly engaged his 
attention for some years, and at the earliest possible momen} 
he would bring in a bill in accordanee with the statement 
he had just made.—Mr. Lopes then withdrew his motion, 


The Transfer of Land.—Mr. G. Gregory called attention to 
the report of the Royal Commissioners appointed to in. 
quire into the operation of the Land Transfer Act, and moved 
a resolution affirming the desirability of affording further 
facilities for the transfer of land, He described the process 
now gone through in transferring landed property from a 
vendor to & purchaser, and traced the course of recommen. 
dations, and proposed and actual legislation on the subject 
from the Royal Commission of 1857 upwards, The Act of 
1862 had been a failure. The acquirement of an 
absolute indefeasible title of 60 years, and that 
of the absolute identification of boundaries, had 
militated most grievously against the operation of 
the Act, because people would not incur the risk of raising 
all these questions, Again, the Act required that whena 
property was onee registered all subsequent dealings and 
transactions with regard to it should be inserted on the 
register, the result being that when estates were divided 
into small lots the expense of transfer was greater than if 
they were conveyed in the ordinary way. He suggested 
that the Registrars should be authorised to deal with titles 
as titles were dealt with in practice, or, in other words, to 
grant a qualified certificate to the effect that the owner had 
made out a good title for 40 years, or a title subject to 
certain contingencies stated in the certificate, In conclusion, 
he deprecated the idea that any change in the law would 
make the ownership of land more popular.—Mr. Wren Hos- 
kins did not think Mr. Gregory’s suggestion would give 
the improvement required, Until the Legislature consented 
to give the living generation a greater interest in the land 
by cutting off lengthy entails, he feared that remedies such 
as were now proposed would surely fail. He looked with 
misgiving upon registries unaccompanied by maps, and by 
other measures for dealing with our obsolete law of entail. 
Too great a subdivision of land was, no doubt, injurious to 
agriculture; but the distribution of land ought to be as free, 
if not more free, than that of any other commodity. Land 
should be as easily transferable, he would not say as the 
Three per Cents, but as itnow wasinevery country in Europe, 
—Mr. R. Torrens ascribed the failure of Lord Westbury’s 
Act to the attempt to blend together two systems of con- 
veyancing which were antagonistic and inconsistent with 
each other—namely, the system of conveyancing by deeds 
and by registration of title. He described the “ record of 
title ” nye as in usein Australia, He could not agree that 
it would be possible to abate the requirements of definite 
descriptions of the boundaries of property.—The Solicitor- 
General thanked the mover of this resolution, and those 
who had spoken to it, for keeping the subject before the 
attention of thé country. In behalf of the Government he 
might say that not only would the matter have their fullest 
consideration with a view to the amendment of the law, but 
it had already received a very large amount of considera- 
tion, on the part especially of the Lord Chancellor; a bill 
had been actually prepared with a view to carry out the 
contemplated mode of reform ; but from the pressure of 
other business it was not probable it would be in the power 
of the Government to bring forward the contempla' 
measure during this Session, ‘The motion was then with- 
drawn, 

The Public Prosecutors’ Bill.—Mr, Walpole moved the 
second reading, After dilating on the necessity for 4 
system of public prosecutors, he said the bill proposed that 
on the recommendation of the county justices or municipal 
authorities, a public prosecator might ve appointed to 
conduct prosecutions in districts constituted by the Seere- 





Feb, 24, 1872, THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER, 


311 








tary of State. Their duties would ordinarily commence 
after the committal for trial of the accused, but in difficult 
and important cases they might obtain authority to inter- 
yene before the commitment. They would also be autho- 
rised to consult advising counsel as to the form of the 
osecvtion, When they declined to act or ceased to act, 
private prosecutors would be at liberty to proceed, as at 
present. ‘The bill would keep the functions of the police 
and of public prosecutors quite distinct. As to patronage, 
the initiative was left to the local authorities. He could not 
geethatthe independence of the bar would be impaired, as the 
public prosecutor would merely distribute his briefs as the 
town clerk or clerk of the peace did now. The last objec- 
tion urged against the bill was that of cost, but that would 
not be materially above the expenses paid by the Treasury 
giready for prosecutions, Last year the Home Secretary 
had promised an inquiry into that matter. He trusted 
the House would read the bill a second time, and postpone 
its further consideration until the particulars as regards 
costs had been ascertained and the Recorder of London was 
in his place.—Mr. West objected to the enormous amount 
of patronage it would vest in the Government. The main 
objections to the bill, however, were that it did not deal 
with Crown cases, and that the influence of the public 
ecutor would be felt at the very point where it was 
¢ needed, because all the failures of justice occurred 
before the committal of prisoners,—Mr. Straight did not 
think the bill would recommend itself to those who were ex- 
ienced in criminal prosecutions. It was not necessary 
to consider the question of patronage, which was generally 
dispensed on both sides of the House alike, but a question as 
towhether the country would take the value for the proposed 
expenditure. He should omen the bill in committee.—Mr. 
Leeman said that if the bill went into committee it was his 
intention to move that it be limited in its operation to the 
Central Criminal Court.—Mr. Bruce reminded the House 
that judges of the greatest weight and experience—men 
who knew thoroughly the working of our legal system, not 
in London only, but in every part of the kingdom—as well 
as every person of authority who had been examined on 
that subject, had found fault withthe existing system, 
and suggested the appointment of a public prosecutor. 
As to the cost of the proposed system, a most careful inquiry 
om that point by competent authorities was near its com- 
1% and he hoped to furnish the House with the fullest 
ils before they went into committee; but he might now 
state that the general result arrived at was that there was 
no reason to anticipate any serious increase in the cost of 
prosecutions under the proposed system.—The bill was 
tead a second time. 

Conveyancing Law Amendment.—Mr. Gregory introduced 
abill to amend and extend the Act to facilitate the proof of 
title to and conveyance of real estate. : 

Middlesex Registry—Mr. Gregory introduced a bill for 
discontinuing the registration of deeds, wills, and other 
matters affecting land in the county of Middlesex. 

Married Women’s Property Act (1870) Amendment.—Mr. 
Staveley Hill obtained leave to introduce a bill to amend 
the Married Women’s Property Act, 1870, so far as it 
nates to debts contracted by women who afterwards marry. 

Registration of Trade Partnerships.—Mr. Norwood ob- 
tained the appointment of a Select Committee to inquire 
into the practicability of a registration of trade partnerships, 
aad into the best means of effecting such registration. 

Pacant County Court Judgeship—Mr. Trevelyan asked 
the First Lord of the Treasury whether it was the intention 
of the Government to fill up the vacancy caused by the 
ay announced resignation of a county court judge 
until the report of the Judicature Commission had been 
made public.—Mr, Gladstone understood that the business 

¢ county court at Liverpool was more heavy than to 
admit of its being disposed of by one single judge, there 
now two judges actually en upon it. He could 
aot say that the office would not be filled up, but it would 
dot be filled up without consideration as to what other 
might bo properly made in those arrangements. 
The intention was to see whether it was ible to effect 
ne adjustment of districts which might lead to improved 
“mngements for the transaction of that business. He 
be would not be necessary that there should be any 
in the matter. 
affairo Collier. —Mr. Cross moved :— ‘That this 


Majesty’s Government in carrying out the provisions of the 
Act of last Session relative to the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council ; and is of opinion that the elevation of Sir 
Robert Collier to the bench of the Court of Common Pleas 
for the purpose only of giving him a colourable qualifica- 
tion to be a paid member of the Judicial Committee, and his 
immediate transfer to the Judicial Committee accord- 
ingly, were acts at variance with the spirit and intention of 
the statute, and of evil example in the exercise of judicial 
ee ae Goldney seconded the resolution.—Sir 

Palmer moved an amendment.—“ That this House finds 
no just cause for a Parliamentary censure on the conduct 
of the Government in the recent appointments of Sir 
Robert Porrett Collier to a judgeship of the Common 
Pleas, and to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council.” 
The question was not, whether a judicious course had been 
adopted, or whether this or that man’s view of the “ spirit ” 
of the Act was correct, but whether anything had been 
done which ought to be visited with a vote of censure. 
He argued that the Government had appointed by legal 
and legitimate means a fitting person, and that conse- 
quently there was no ground for parliamentary censure. 
There was nothing in the Act about tried judicial ex- 
perience. Judicial status was the sole test of fitness in- 
volved ; and ifa man were a judge when appointed to the 
higher office, he had the step for qualification. The object, 
spirit, and meaning of an Act of Parliament must be col- 
lected from the words used in the statute. If Sir R. Collier 
were unfit for the office of judge in the Common Pleas, the 
objection to his appointment as a member of the Judicial 
Committee would be substantial ; but as that eould not be 
asserted, it was the merest technical objection in the world — 
Mr. J. Goldsmid seconded the amendment.—Mr. Staveley 
Hill supported the motion.—Mr. Watkin Williams did not 
accuse the Government of “ jobbing,”’ but they had strained 
the Act. He must vote for Mr. Cross’s motion.—Serjeant 
Simon opposed the motion.—The Lord-Advocate thought 
the whole matter unworthy of the attention of Parlia- 
ment.—Mr. Denman argued vigorously in favour of. the 
motion. If what had been done were not censured, 
the security of the law, the authority of the Courts, 
and the liberty of the subject would be endangered 
and shaken.—Mr. Craufurd denounced the motion as a party 
move.—Mr. Gathorne Hardy argued that, in making the 
appointment as they had done, the Government broke faith 
with Parliament. The precedent weuld be bad if the act 
was not censured.—Mr. Gladstone supported the appoint- 
ment as within the construction of the Act ; it meant that 
the persons appointed should be persons fit to be judges in 
Westminster Hall. Certainly, if the Government had 
known such a storm would be provoked, they would 
not have made the appointment,—Lord Elcho, after 
hearing the Premier's speech, would support the motion.— 
The motion was then rejected by 268 to 241, after which the 
amendment was carried without a division. 


Feb. 20.—House of Commons Witnesses— Mr, Dodson moved 
the following resolutions as standing orders to supplement 
the Act of last session relating to the swearing of witnesses 
in that House :—‘‘ 1. hat any oath or affirmation taken or 
made by any witness before the House, or a committee of 
the whole House, be administered by the clerk at the table. 
2. That any oath or affirmation taken or made by any wit- 
ness before a select committee may be administered by the 
preiry. or by the clerk attending such committee.” — 

to 


he Burials Bil?— Committee.—Mr. Osborne Morgan, in 
moving to go into committee, expressed his willingness to 
accept Mr. J. G. Talbot's amendment that the service per- 
formed in the churchyard by Dissenters, ‘‘if not according 
to a published ritual, should consist only of pra hymns, 
or extracts from Holy Soripture.”—Mr. J. G. Talbot, how- 
ever, moved to defer the bill for a fortnight, in order to 
ermit the bill now in the Lords to be brought down.—Mr. 
organ declined on the ground that in the present state of 
the order book delay was defeat.—Mr. Read, Colonel 
Barttelot, Mr. Cawley, Mr. Charley, Mr. Salt, and Mr. 
Beresford Hope, were in favour of postponement ; Mr. W. 
Williams and Mr. Young against it——Ona a division, a 


majority of 73 to 52 were for going into committee at once. 


A resumed debate on the principle of the measure then 


took place on the preamble, which eventually was post- 
poned, and tho first two clauses having been supported 
through several divisions, and ordered to stand part of the 





has seen with regret the course taken by Her 


bill, progress was reported, 
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Occasional Sermons.—Mr. Cowper-Temple asked leave to 
introduce a bill to enable incumbent ministers, with the 
permission of the bishop of the diocese, to provide for the 
delivery of occasional sermons or lectures in their churches 
or chapels by persons not in holy orders of the Church of Eng- 
land. He proposed thatthe House resolve itself into committee, 


with the view of afterwards moving that the chairman be 


directed to ask leave to bring in a bill te enable incumbent 
ministers, with the permission of the bishop of the diocese, 
to provide for the delivery of occasion®l sermons or lectures 
in their churches or chapels by persons not in holy orders of 
the Church of England.—Mr. Beresford Hope thought the 
proposed measure was liable to the objection that many 
persons would accept it as having a larger scope than 
was apparently intended. He objected to the in- 
definite character of the provisions of the bill, and 
hoped that it would not be pressed beyond this stage.— 
Mr. Gladstone said he should look at the bill with great in- 
terest and some jealousy, because it seemed to be founded 
on the principle of allowing persons to assume the office of 
teaching in the Church of England who were not in any 
way subject to thelaw, or discipline of the Church, or to 
profess in any manner any conformity to its principle. This 
was a principle which would require very great considera- 
tion before it could be safely embodied in the form of law. 
—The House then went into committee, and a resolution was 
come to upon which to found the bill. ‘The House resumed, 
and leave was given to bring in the bill. 


Feb. 21.—Game Law Amendment.—Mr. Hardcastle moved 
the second reading of his bill. It would convert game into 
property and poaching into larceny. The necessary powers 
were given to the magistrates, and there were minor changes 
in the general law required for the working of a game law 
on this new basis. He was willing to refer the bill toa 
Select Committee.—Mr. Straight seconded the motion, not 
entirely approving all the minor provisions, but hoping to 
take the poacher out of the atmosphere of romance.—Mr. 
West, Mr. Muntz, and Mr. M'Lagan objected to the large 
powers given to local magistrates; game would be more 
strictly protected under it than any other species of 
property. Mr. C. Read thought that the bill did not 
provide for the tenant-farmer’s grievance.—Mr. Beresford 
Hope opposed the bill—M. Bruce doubted the expediency 
of making game property. He thought a Select Committee 
would be the best means of promoting a settlement.—Mr. 
Hardcastle eventually withdrew his bill, and a Select Com- 
mittee on the whole question was ordered to be appointed. 

Marriage with Deceased Wife's Sister Bill—Myr. T. 
Chambers moved the second reading, which was opposed 
by Mr. J. Talbot, and after a considerable debate, in which 
the well-known arguments on both sides were urged, was 
carried by 186 to 138. 

Feb. 22.—The Royal Parks and Gardens Bills was con- 
sidered in committee. The first two clauses were agreed to. 
On clause 3, which provides for the appointment of park- 
keepers, an amendment by Mr. Rylands to transfer the 
control of the parks from the ranger to the First Commis- 
sioner of Works was negatived by 58 to 32. Mr. V. Har- 
court then proposed to omit the clause altogether, in order 
to hand over the parks to the metropolitan police. A lengthy 
and acrimonious discussion took place on this, and the 
clause was ultimately carried on a division by 206 to 66. 
On clause 4 another amendment by Mr. Rylands to reduce 
the maximum penalty from £5 to 40s., was negatived by 183 
to 59. The clause was then agreed to and progress re- 
ported. 

Railway Amalgamation —On the motion of Mr. Chichester 
Fortescue a Select Committee was appointed to join with a 
committee of the Lords to inquire into the subject of rail- 
way amalgamation, with special reference to the bills now 
before Parliament. 








OBITUARY. 


MR, W. D. EVANS. 

Mr. William David Evans, M.A., barrister-at-law, died 
at Wimbledon, on the 16th February. Mr. Evans was 
educated at St. Peter's College, Cambridge, where he 
graduated B.A., (fifteenth wrangler) in 1834, and afterwards 
became a fellow of his college. He was called to the bar 
at Lincoln’s-inn, in May, 1833, and practised for many 
years as an equity draftsman and conveyancer. 


SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held at Clement's Inn Hall, 
on Wednesday last, Mr. Hanhart in the chair. 

Mr. Whale moved— 

‘*1, That it is desirable in the interest of the legal pro. 
fession and the public that a school of law should be incor- 
porated in London, and that the benefits of the course of 
study and examinations to be afforded by such schoel should 
be offered to all classes of students who may desire to take 
advantage of them, whether intending or not intending to 
follow the legal profession in any of its branches, and 
whether members or not of any of the Iuns of Court, 

2. ‘That the posing of suitable and duly conducted 
examinations should be made indispensable to the admission 
of students to the practice of the law in all its branches.” 

The resolutions were carried xem, con., and it was resolved 
to prepare a petition for presentment to the House of Com- 
mons by Sir Roundell Palmer. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
EXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY, 


Hilary Term, 1872. 
Finan EXAMINATION. 

At the examination of candidates for admission on the 
roll of attorneys and solicitors of the superior courts, the 
Examiners recommended the following gentlemen, under the 
age of 26, as being’ entitled to honorary distinction :— 

1. Edgar Lubbock, who served his clerkship to Messrs, 
Reyroux & Phillips, of London. 

2. Edward Powell, who served his clerkship to Mr. Ed- 
ward Maurice Jones, of Welshpool; Beaumont Shepheard, 
who served his clerkship to Messrs. Shepheard & Son, of 
London. 

8. John Cook, who served his clerkship to Messrs, 
Thompson & Cook, of Hull. 

4. Walter Reginald Collins, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Bridger & Collins, of London. 

5. George Ashmall, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Arthur Barnes, of Lichfield. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have 
accordingly awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Lubbock, the prize of the Honourable Society of 
Clifford’s Inn. 

To Mr. Powell, the prize of the Honourable Society of 
Clement’s Inn. 

To Mr. Shepheard, Mr. Cook, Mr. Collins, and Mr. Ash- 
mall, prizes of the Incorporated Law Society. 

The Examiners have also certified that the following can- 
didates, under the age of 26, whose names are placed in 
alphabetical order, passed examinations which entitle them 
to commendation :— 

Arthur George Boulton, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Mullings, Ellett, Hampton & Tudway, of Cirences- 
ter; and Messrs. Peacock & Goddard, of Londou. 

Samuel Chester, who served his clerkship to Messrs. F. & 
E, Chester, of London. 

George John Coldham, who servei his clerkship to Messrs. 
Andrews & Canham, of Sudbury; and Messrs. Pawle & 
Fearon, of London. 

Edwin Gray, who served his clerkship to Mr. William 
Gray, of York; and Messrs. Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, of 
London. 

Henry Edward Herman, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Herbert Henry Poole, of London. 

George Edward Lake, who served his clerkship to Messrs. 
G. & B. G. Lake, of London. , 

Charles Herbert Owen, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Rutter, Neve and Rutter, of Wolverhampton ; and 
Messrs. Sharp & Ullithorne, of London. 

Samuel Pilley, jun., who served his clerkship to Messrs. 
Staniland & Wigelsworth, of Boston ; and Messrs. Tooke 


& Holland, of London. 

Frederick Vaughan, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Robert James Cathcart, of Newport, Monmouthshire ; and 
Messrs. Jones & Starling, of London. j 

oa Council have accordingly awarded them Certificates 
of Merit. 
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The examiners further announce that the answers of the 
following candidates were highly satisfactory :—Horace 
Ockerby, William Henry Herington, William Baildon 


Craven, James Rawlinson. That Mr. Ockerby, Mr. Her- 
ingt 
pees; and Mr. Rawlinson to a certificate of merit, if they 
had not been above the age of twenty-six. 

The number of candidates examined in this Term was 
157; of these, 143 passed, and 14 were postponed. 


and Mr. Craven, would have been entitled to 





THE LEGAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION. 


The following circular has been sent round to the bar 
by the Legal Education Association :— 

“The Honourable Societies of the Inns of Court have 
definitely (though by avery small majority of their joint 
committee) declined to co-operate with the Legal Education 
Association in promoting a comprehensive scheme of legal 
education. 

It is understood that, under these circumstances, Sir 
Roundell Palmer will, early next Session, again bring for- 
ward a motion for an address to the Crown, asking for a 
charter incorporating a school of law in London. 

A petition in favour of a similar motion was signed by 
more than 400 members of the Inns of Court, last Session. 
This petition included the names of Sir William Erle, Sir 
J. T. Coleridge, Sir Joseph Napier, Sir Edward Ryan, and 
eighteen Queen’s Counsel. 

It is considered very desirable that the Bar should again 
express their opinion that nothing short of such a central 
school of law, open to all classes of students, whether in- 
tending or not intending to practise law in any of its 
branches, and governed by a public and reponsible board, can 
be accepted as a satisfactory solution of the question. 

With this view the enclosed petition has been prepared, 
and we venture to ask for your signature to it. 


To the Honourable the Commons of the United Kingdom of 

Great Britain and Ireland in Parliament Assembled. 

The humble petition of the undersigned members of the 
Inns of Court and Serjeant’s Inn. 

Sheweth,—That it is desirable in the interest of the Legal 
Profession and the public that a School of Law should be 
incorporated in London, and that the benefits of the course 
of study and examinations to be afforded by such school 
should be offered to all classes of students who may desire 
to take advantage of them, whether intending or not intend- 
ing to follow the Legal Profession, in any of its branches, 
and whether members or not of any of the Inns of Court. 

That the passing of suitable and duly conducted examina- 
tions, should be made indispensable to the admission of 
students to the practice of the Law in all its branches. 

That the objects aforesaid cannot be fully accomplished 
without the authority of Parliament. 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray your honourable 
House to take such measures for the accomplishment of the 
objects aforesaid as to your wisdom may seem fit; and par- 
ticularly that an Act may be passed enabling her Majesty, 
in the event of her Majesty being iously pleased by her 
royal charter to incorporate a School of Law for the purposes 
aforesaid, to provide’ by such charter for such of the objects 
aforesaid as cannot now be accomplished by the sole authority 
of her Majesty. 

And your petitioners will ever pray, &c.”’ 


A similar circular and petition have been widely circu- 
lated in the other branch of the profession. 








PARDONING CRIMINALS. 


The prerogative of mercy is indeed no less important than 
that of justice. We would not desire to live among a 
people where the determination of a penal court was irre- 
vocable. It would be an unimportant matter that the 
ment inflicted was mild, and the judges who con- 
emned pa if there was no possibility of reprieve after 
the word of condemnation had been pronounced. The 
idea of justice, stern,’ certain and unappeasable, is inconsistent 
With the better impulses of our nature, repugnant to the 
teachings of our religion, and in conflict with those in- 
fluences of civilisation which are fast changing our prisons 
from penitentiaries to reformatories. 

It is nevertheless true that the existence of this institu- 
tion is not unaccompanied by evil consequences. It is a 





pleasant thing to confer pleasure u others, and:a hand 
thing to deny it when it can be done with the stroke of a 
pen. The appeal of sympathy is always more persistent 
and effective than that of justice, For the most part 
nothing but a stern sense of duty restrains a kind-hearted 
man from granting every favour asked, if he has the ability 
to bestow. Thus there is a constant tendency to exercise 
the pardoning power to excess, and when this tendency is. 
encouraged by all the influences, real and pretended; which 
interested and anxious persons are able to stir up, it is not 
to be wondered at if frequently the voice of duty is unheard. 
It. is not an uncommon matter for the very men who have 
been zealous in the prosecution and conviction of an 
offender, to actively labour for his release from the allotted 

enalty, and this too, when they admit that. it would be 

tter for the public, yes, better for the cylprit and his 
friends, that the law should take its course. 

We have as a necessary result, a large number of pardons. 
Many of these, to be sure, are granted because justice 
requires them. Men are sometimes, especially for minor 
offences, wrongfully condemned ; sometimes the law metes 
out a too severe penalty for the offence; and sometimes the 
public good demands the remission of a justly-incurred 
punishment. Under such circumstances, the intervention 
of executive clemency is not merely merciful, it is just. 
But in most cases the pardon is yielded to the importunity 
of relatives and friends, backed by the recommendations of 
men in high social or political position. Where the power 
is vested in a single individual, who has other and onerous. 
duties to attend to, this is peculiarly liable to be the case. 
He of necessity can spare but little time to each application, 
and must, in very numerous instances, depend upon the 
statements of others whom be believes to be honourable 
men, in forming a judgment concerning his duty. These 
advisers too often mislead, not designedly indeed, but, 
feeling no responsibility in the matter, counsel a course of 
action that they would decline to follow themselves, rather 
than injure the feelings of a neighbour or an acquaintance. 

These evils have led the governors of various States, from 
time to time, to reeommend a change in the system of 
granting pardons, and some of them have asked to be re- 
lieved from the prerogative of pardon altogether. In some 
of the States this has been done, and a court of pardons set 
up, with the advantage of being able to consider, fairly and 
thoroughly, each application, and to make their eonclusions. 
unbiassed by those extraneous influences which are apt to 
affect the conduct of an individual. So far, a court is better 
than a governor, and we can hardly believe that, once tried, 
either the people would be desirous, or the executive head 
willing, to return to the other plan. 

One principal evil effect of the pardoning power would, 
however, still remain, and that is the influence upon the 
popular mind of a knowledge that it is possible for guilt to 
go unpunished, or inadequately punished, even after the 
highest law court has, in the individual instance, determined 
the guilt, and announced the penalty, and that the possi- 
bility does not depend upon any fixed rules. Such a know- 
ledge encourages the criminal to hope that he may be lucky 
enough to find favour in the eyes of the dispensers of mercy, 
and also weakens the restraint upon the vicious classes 
which the fear of punishment is intended to produce.— 
Albany (U.S.) Law Journal. 





AN AMERICAN VIEW OF BANKRUPTCY LAW 
AND ADMINISTRATION. 

Bankruptcy is intended to do two things ; to release the 
bankrupt from liability to arrest for his past debts, and to 
secure an equitable division of his assets among his creditors. 
The abolition of the law of arrest for debt, therefore, 
would not render a bankruptcy code unnecessary. A hasty 
or friendly creditor might still, by a timely execution, carry 
away all the asscts for himself. Consequently, it seems im- 
possible to get rid of a bankruptcy code as distinguished 
from the ordinary law of debtor and creditor, unless the 
legislature is firmly resolved to extinguish credit on its 
present scale. Accordingly, for a long time past, the 
principles of bankruptcy legislation have been universally 
agreed upon, both in the United States and in England 
Mercantile men consider that, where a trader has met with 
unforeseen losses as, for instance, in the case of the Chicago 
fire, he should not be weighed down during his life by 
liability for his previeus debts. Even where the calamity is 
not so entirely of the nature of an accident as in the case of 
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the Chi disaster, yet traders, who can sympathise with RAILWAY STOOK. 

trading He and infirmities, believe that a speculator should 
et a bankruptcy discharge and release from debts, provided | _ 

Eis Ice‘3es do not indicate gross negligence or fraud, A Bristol and Exeter ........... 

practical test, accordingly, of sound and unsound “oe Caledonian. ...s..seses sce cece coves 

was intended to be furnished by the Bankruptcy Act of | Sf00k! Glasgow and South-Western 

1867. By that statute a ruined trader is not, in most cases, Guns Marhorn ee . 

aided in bankruptcy unless his assets realise 50 per cent; of D0., A StOCK® ..sscrsoorseseseersnsseereseeree! I 

his liabilities. Stock Geeepereners one emera of Ireland| ; 
Hard cases make bad laws. This is a very old but ve pga sl EO TT ay 

solid saying. The statute referred to, for instance, will ee betieg ond bond Cc a 

operate most severely in the case of the Chicago merchants. London,Chatham, and Dover... 

Indeed, this effect of the present law of bankruptcy is so ob- London and North-Western..,... 

vious that Congress is certain to adopt some of the devices See ow Sesieia cok nansie 

now mooted at Washington and elsewhere for the relief of Metropolitan BRRYTE NT IS BR 

the ruined traders of Chicago. The best way, perhaps, to BUPSURIIE -.ccasanibinshoss icoatsso stew ase 

act under the circumstances, is to pass a special statute for | Stock m aaa and Derby 

the Chicagoese, and to enact, also, a general statute which oot nee on ficeremrmpangan 

will not have quite such a hard-and-fast outline as the statute kK! North Staffordshire 

of 1867. South DVON ecsce.csesssescessnsserencnersnsensss 
The most unpleasant part of bankruptcy, however, is the — " ve 

tediousness and expense of administering the assets. In a a Somncsen ne he po pon Ain 

— the cost has{usually been 33 per cent. on the total * A receives no dividend until 6 per cent, has been paid to 8, 

realised. In that country the battle between creditors and —_ 

official assignees was fought out to the bitter end, until by Monegy MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE, 

the last bankruptcy statute the creditors’ assignee triumphed. The markets can hardly be said to be in a depressed 

The first system adopted in that country was to administer | state, but the recovery of last week has not been followed , 

the assets through the creditors. This was found to result | yp, In the railway market heavy realisations have 

in every fraudulent creditor manufacturing a number of | weakened the tone. The general market appears in an 

nominal creditors, who outvoted the bona fide creditors on | uncertain condition, pending the devolution of the “ Al. 

every material poiat. This family council was knocked on | hama”’ difficulty. 

the head by Lord Brougham in 1831. The Bankruptcy Act 

of that year, passed through his instrumentality, introduced ; 

the official assignee to the trading public. That personage, BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 

peer ee surpassed the worst records of an comnrnes aameies 

of the creditors’ assignee. A compromise was adopted, an # : : 

both creditors and official nations were appointed to work a 7 =. Pi ene ag eA the = of 

together in harmony. The official assignee took possession | ° = Lloyd Cabell, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, of 


of the assets, and even when a creditor's assignee was ap- a : : 
pointed, the official still collected all debts under £10. This =. oo pty Baton Pe ee 
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er. 
dualism only made confusion worse confounded. Each of | ppyra On Feb. 12, at 5, Eldon-road, Reading, the wife of 
the two assignees could not have the bankrupt’s books in Teobert Costes Dryland, Esq., a: a on. — 
his office, while the double range of expenses left the credi- | Mirzar—On Feb. 19, at 59, Kensington-gardens-square, the 
0: 


tors so despondent that many often wholly ceased to look wife of Frederick Charles James Mi the Inner Temple, 
after the bankrupt’s estate, once that it was reposing in barrister-at-law, of a daughter. . ‘ ‘ 
gremio legis. Moxon—On Feb. 15, at Brocklands Villa, Cambridge, the wife 
Book debts of the bankrupt were authorised to be sold, in || of James H. Moxon, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter, 
order to avoid the expense of collecting them. But this MARRIAGES. : : 
statutory provision only led to frequent litigation in order | Conr—Hurvay—On Feb. 19, at All Saints’, Kensington, 
to determine whether a bill of exchange, a bond, a mo e, | Henry Cory, of Furnival’s-inn, and Holsworthy, Devon, 
or a bill of sale, belonging to the bankrupt, was a book debt. solicitor, to Flora Leighton, yee daughter of the late G. 
At last the creditors have triumphed, and now hold in Eng- | Hervey, Esq., of Westbourne-park. 
land the full control of the administration. Whoever DEATHS. , 
wishes to discover the relative merits or demerits of official | BENNETT—On Feb. 14, at 7, Hampton-park, Bristol, Edward 
and trade assignees, will find the whole matter discussed to Holland Bennett, Esq., barrister-at-law, 35. 3 
the most minute details in a report by a Special Committee Burr—On Dec. 28, at Grenada, West Indies, Archibald 
of tho Houso of Commons, issued in 1861. ‘The calamity at ee eh eee ne ee 


. ~ = ° ears; and, on Ist Jan., his wife Laure. 
Chicago will now bring the whole question on the at | grpnep—On Feb. 15, at 75, Alexandra-road, St. John’s Wood, 


Congress, to which the Constitution has delegated legislative Charles Joseph Eldred, of 8, Great James-street, Bedford-row, 
jurisdiction in bankruptcy. Congress men will do well to | _ solicitor, a Sy ony : : 
consider what England has done in this matter before they | Evans—On Feb, 16, at Wimbledon, William David Evans, 
pass any new bankruptcy statute—Albany (U.S.) Law Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law. : 
Journal. Grpson—On Feb. 20, at 22, Merrion-square north, Dublin, 
oo Wi Gibson, Esq., Taxing Master of the Cowttf 
Chancery in Ireland, aged 64 years. 

PUBLIC COMPANIES. Rose—On Feb. 16, William Barker Rose, Esq., of the Inner 
— Temple, aged 27. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. REP 
Last Quotation, Feb, 23, 1872. ESTATE EXCHANGE ORT. 


From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted. AT THE MART, 
3 per Cent. Consols, 923 Annuities, April, ’85 Feb. 20.—By Messrs. D. Smitu, Son & OAKLEY. 
Ditto for Account, Mar. 1,923 | Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 Horselydown, freehold waterside premises, Sold £850. 
3 per Cent. Reduced 923 £x Bills, £1000, — per Ct.5 p m $ 
New 3 per Cent., 923 Ditto, £500, Do —5 pm By Messrs. HARDS, VAUGHAN & LEIFCHILD. _ 
Do. 3} perCent., Jan, 794 Ditto, £100 & £200, — 5pm Chelsea, No. 48, Haskar-street, term 70 years. Sold £269. 
Do. 23 per Cont., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stock, 44 per | No. 51 adjoining, same term. Sold £250. 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. 13 Ct. (last half-year) 248 No. 10, Halsey-terrace, term 71 years. Sold £560. he 
Annuities, Jan.’80— Ditto for Account, Pimlico, No. 13, Charlotte-street, term 39 years. Sold £370. 

rane aitt No. 44, Commercial-road, term 43 years. Sold £360. 
INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. Battersea, Nos. 6 and 7, Somerton-terrace, term 68 years. Sold 

India Stk.,10}pCt.Apr.’74,206 | Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC., Jan.’72 205. ‘ 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 5}per Cent.,May,’79 1083 | Old Brompton, No. 27, Bute-street, term 74 years. Sold £330. 
Ditto 5 per Cent. July,’80 110 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., No. 28 adjoining, same term. Sold £350. 
Ditto for Account,— April,’64 — < a. 
Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. 881053 | Do.Do ,5 per Cent., Aug. 73 1023 By Mr. F. Ernoart. a 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4per Ct., £1000 22 pm | Roehampton, Nos. 1 to 20, Elizabeth-place, freehold. So 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4per Cent.964| Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 25 pm £2,950. 
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b. 21.—By Messrs. Warner, SHuPPARD & Wank. 
aft’ Nos. 36 and 27, Bush-lane, freehold, area 2844. feet. 


St. oe "Wood, No. 23, Wellington-road, term 49 years. 


Sold £590. 
Messrs. Honus, Eversrietp & Co. 
Adelphi, the lease of 21, John-street, and 18, Adam-street, term 
95 years. Sold $3,650. 
AT GARRAWAY’S 
ste Mr, W. TABERNACLE. 
Soho, King-street, the om aes goodwill of Hicks’s Tavern, 
term 33 years. Sold £2, 
By Stans . care & Sons. 
Kennington, Princes-road, the lease and Fer too. of the Black 
Prince wine vaults, term 27 years. Sol 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Fawway Feb. 16, 1872. 
Lydall, John H, and T L ‘ey Southampton bidgs, Chancery lane, 
Attorneys and Solicitors. Feb 
edies. Feb. 20, 1872. 
Emmet, Geo Nelson, Chas Alexander Emmet, John Watson, and Geo 
Nelson Emmet, jun, Bloomsbury sq, Attorneys and Solicitors. Feb 8 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fripay, Feb. 16, 1872. 
UNLIMITED 1n CHANCERY. 

Sun Permanent Benefit Building eon Oa —Petition for winding up, 
presented Feb 14, directed to be heard before the Master of the Rolls 
on Feb 24, Pope, Gt James st, Bedford row, solicitor for the peti- 
tioner 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Bristol Victoria Pottery Company (Limited).—Petition for winding u 

presented Feb 16, directed to be heard before the Master of the Rol 8 


. on March 2, Whites and Co, Budge row, Cannon st; agents for Press 


and Inskip, Bristol, solicitors for the petitioners 
London and Devon Biscuit Company (Limited).—Creditors are required, 
on or before March 14, to send their names and addresses, and the 
rticulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Lambe Willshire and 
Win Gould, Barnstaple. Wednesday, March 27 at 12, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 
Tuespay, Feb. 20, 1872. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY, 

Birkenhead Benefit {Building pone ee no for winding up, pre- 
senied Feb 16, directed to be h before Vice Chancellor Bacon on 
March 2. Redhead, Lincoln’s inn fields; agent for Richardson and 
Co, Lpool, solicitors for the petitioners. 

European Assurance Society.—Vice Chancellor Malins has, by an 
order dated Feb 8, appointed Chas John Bunyon, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet 
at, Wm Pollard Pattison, cowteey and Stephen Philpot Low, Parlia- 
ment st, to be official liquidators. 

LimiTeD un CHANCERY. 
Bristol Victoria Pottery Company (Limited).—Petition for wind! .. 
ted Feb 16, directed to be heard befeore the Master of the Rolls 
» Feb 24. Vallance and Vallance, Essex st, Strand, soli- 
e petitioner. 

Incorporated Victuallers Tea and Coffee Lo gon (Limited).—Petition 
for winding up, presented Feb 19, directed to be heard before Vice 
Chancellor Wickens on March 1. ’ Lewis and Co, Old Jewry, solicitors 

I nd eee Calan Co: (Limited).—Petition f indi: 
ondon it Ca mpany (Limited).—Petition for winding up, 
presented Feb 15, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor Malins 
on — 1, Nisbet and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, solicitors for the 
petitioners. 

Pure Linseed and rong ag Feeding Cake Company (Limited).—The 
Master of the Rolls has, by an order dated Dec 9, appointed Jas Thos 
Snell, Cheapside, to be official liquidator. Creditors are ee on 
or before March 11, to send their names fand addresses, and the 
ticulars of their debts or claims to the above. Monday, March 2 
11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts cnt 


claims. 
Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Farway, Feb. 16, 1872. 
a Brethren Benefit Society, Temperance Hall, Devonport, Devon. 


Hill Top eg | Society, Spring Maker’s Tavern, Westbromwich, 
eb 


Stafford. F 
Tugspay, Feb, 20, 1872. 
Stubbington Friendly Society, Crofton, Hants. Feb 13 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, Feb, 16, 1872. 
Allen, Patrick, Lpool, Tailor. March ll, Phillips» Allen, Registrar, 
Lpool Di istrict 
Cuoke, Conrade Geo, King Henry-rd, Hampstead. March 13, Cooke v 
Watlitig, V.C. Wickens. Lyne & "Holman, Austin-friars 
Hall, Anne,*Farndon, Notts, Widow. March 14, Welby v Welby, also 
Rey Richd Thos Welby, Timberland, Lincoln, and also Eliz Mary 
We! by, 4 Farndon, V.C. Malins. Tucker, Serle-st, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fie'ds 
Gos, Hugh, Penreel Canal, Cardigan, Gent. March 12. Watkin »v 
Lioyd, V-C, Bacon. Atwood, Aberystwith 
wes bing Connor, Maismore-sq, Peckham, Gent. March 20, Davison 
y, V.C. Wickens. Brown, Finsbury-pl 
Nichols, Richd, Upper Ebury-st, Pimlico, Builder. March 9, Nichols 
e Hill, M.R. Roberts, Moorgate-st 





Street, Wm, Shalford, Surrey, Farmer. March 12. Street Turvill, 
= Vie. Bacon. Pontifex, St Andrew's-at Holborn : 

r,.Wm, Essex March 15. Walker v Walker, 

V.c. ens, Walker & Co, Southampton-st, Bloomsbury : 


Tougspar, Feb. 20, 1872. 


NEXT OF KIN, 
Davison, Sarah Jane, St John’s Wood-ra. March 23, 0’ Reilly » Power, 
V.C. Wickens 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, Feb. 16, 1872. 
ay ws, yo Evan, a pepeeeaeinres Carmarthen. March 25. Thomas & 
rowne, 
Burstall, Edwd, Fulmer-pl, ae Backs, Esq. March 26, Bischoff. 
& Co, at Winchester-at-b 
Chesterfield,, Rt Hon Geo a Philip, Earl of, Bretby-pk, Derby. 
Barlow & Co, Essex-st, Strand 
Malachi, Hoxton-st, Chair Manufacturer. March 31. Tucker 


Oo King-st, Cheapside 
Hall, John, Peterborough, Merchant. March 25. Rutland & Graves, 
March 25. 


Pete rborough 

Hollamby, ‘Hy, ane, Sussex, Livery Stable Keeper. 
Woods & — 

—_— Bethel, Kingston-upon-Hull, Goldsmith, March 31. Jacobs, 


Jameson, Lesser, Mansell-st, Whitechapel. April 30. Hilbery, 
Crutched Friars 

Jones, ——— Moore Park-rd, Walham-green. March 25. Pamphilon, 
John-st, Ade od 

Kelsey, Robt ter, Hasleams, Haxey, Lincoln, Farmer. April 1. 
Kenarice 3 , eee Mi Alb Regent’ in: 
Ke Josep! ane Mary, any-st, ent’s-pk, Spinster. 
March 13. Smith, Denbigh-st, Warwick-3sq . 

Oldfield, Mary, Newcastle- on-Tyne, Spinster: April 15. Hesp & Co, 


Huddersfi eld 
Pike, Wm, Wells-st, Camberwell, Contractor. March 25. Wood, 
vinci hill, Kingsteinton, De Esq. April13. Terrell 
mt, Thes, Green f) m, Devon, 1 8! 
& Petherick, Exeter j 
——. Thos, Sale, Chester, Farmer. March .14. Earle & Co, 
anc. 
—- Sarah Anne, Heaton Chapel, Lancashire, Widow. March 15. 
eddish & Lake, Stockport 


Soute Alex, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer, April 20, Snowden, Leeds 
_—, Froggatt, Derby, Nurseryman. April 16. Fernell,. 
e 


os, Geo, Culvers, Dorset, Yeoman. March 30. Bell & Freame, 

illingham 

Wood, Jane, Lees, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancashire, Spinster. March 9. 
Summerscales & Tweedale, Oldham 


Tuerspay, Feb. 20, 1872. 
Adams, Isaac, Wethersfield, Essex, Farmer. March 12. 
Gt Coggeshall 
Ake, Sieh Stretford, Laucashire, Widow. April 20. Richardson, 


Aucompte, Fras, St Martin’s-ct, Leicester-sq, Tavern Keeper. April 1. 
Nash & Co, Suffolk-lane, Cannon-st 
Dogest I Same Hill Top, Stafford, Iron Master. April30. Duignan & Co, 
id: 
Briggs, Thos, Over Darwen, Lancashire, Gent. March 20. Pickop,. 


Blackburn 
Brown, John, Coventry, Watchmaker. March 15. Minster & Son, 
Broughton, 


Beaumont, 


Coventry 
7, rod crt Bunhill-row, Oilman. April] 15. 
insb 
Carr, Chas, “Fowenstle-upen-Tyne, Steamboat Owner. March 25. Elsdon 
Newcastle-upen-Tyne 
Clark, Geo, Arlington-st, Sadiers Wells, Printer. April 1. Nethersole 
& Speechly, New-inn 
Crees, = Chertsey, Surrey, Watchmaker. April 15. Grazebrook 
Co, 
Dogee, Geo, Southampton, Gent. April 2. Hickman & Son, Southampton 
Dougan, Robt, Freetown, Sierra Leone. June 30. Dougan, Freetown 
Fitch, Fras, Walcot, Bath, Widow. April 27. Stone & Co, Bath 
Grantham, ” Maria Louisa, Oberstein-rd, Battersea, Widow. March 16. 
Chapple, Carter-lane 
Hart, Wm, Blackburn, Lancashire, Rope Maker, March 18. Wilkinson,. 
burn 


ins, Thos, Commander R,N. March 20. Hildreth & Ommanney, 
rar erg Strand 
Hopgood, Metca'f, Herne-hill, Dulwich, Gent. March 20. Hopgood, 
King William-st, Strand 
Larner, Jas, Fegan, Suffois, Woollen Draper. May1. Chubbe, 
Framlingha' 
a Sam! Butcher, Sheffield,Comm Traveller. March 28.) Walker, 


‘anch 
Mayo, Lavinia, Parker’s-row, Bermondsey, Spinster. May 6. Wollaston 


& Davison, Basinghall- -st 

Parker, Mary, Ashton-juxta-Birm, Widow. March 17. Cottrell,. 
Birm 

Pentland, Murray, Diegoed, Carmarthen, Commander R.N. Feb 28. 
Hildreth & Ommanney, Norfolk-st, Stran 

Robertson, Rev Jas, North Middleton, Northumberland, Presbyterian 
Minister. March 25. Elsdon, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Rogers, Jas, eats Pork Butcher. April 2. Hickman & Son, 
Southampton 

Shaw, Wm Richd, Gt College-st, Westminster. March 25. 
& Co, King’s Bench-walk 

Simmons, Harriet, Catton, Norfolk, Widow. March 19. 
Southwold : 

Springett, Wm, East Farleigh, Kent, Thatcher. March 25. King & Co, 
Maidstone at 

Steele, John, Walton-upon-Thames, Surrey, Grocer. Aprill5. Graza- 
brook & Co, Chertsey - 

Swann, David Leonard, Lloyd-sq, Dyer. March 31. Merediths & Co, 
New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn 


Brundrett 


Sinclair, 
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Wallis, John, Irthlingborough, Northampton, Gent. May 1. Sharman, ' 


Wellingborough 
Wild, John, Bradford, York, Gent. April 1. Dawson, Bradford 
Bankrup ts. 
Faupay, Feb, 17, 1872. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proots of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. ° 
Garstin, Christophilus, Regent sb, no occupation. Pet Feb 14. Spring- 
Rice. Feb 29 at 12 c 
Hollis, Caleb Edwd, Offord rd, Barnsbury, Dealer in Timber. Pet Feb 
13. Murray, March 5 at 11.30 % 
London, Eliz Sarah, Central st, St Lukes, Draper. Pet Feb 14. Hazlitt. 
March 1 at 11 
Taylor, Joseph, Well st, Hackney, Leather Seller. Pet Feb 14. Spring- 
Rice, Feb 29 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Bethwaite, John, Sandwith, Cumberland, Quarryman. Pet Feb 14. 
Were. Whitehaven, Feb 28 at 1! 
Bickersteth, Fredk Langdale, Neweastle-upon-Tyne, Insurance Broker. 
Pet Feb 10. Mortimer. Newcastle, Feb 28 at 11.80 
Darling, John, Scarborough, Grocer. Pet Feb 14. Woodall. Scar- 
borough, March 6 at 2 
Groot, Maurice Alex de, Birm, Importer. Pet Feb 12. Chauntler. 
Lpool, 


Birm, Feb 28 at 2 
Holden, Geo, jun, Lpool, Merchant, Pet Feb 13. Watson. 
Watson. Lpool, Feb 


Feb 27 at 2 
Hyman, Moritz, Lpool, Clothier, Pet Feb 15. 
27 at 1l 
Linnick, Chas Richd Sleeman, Devonport, Devon, Builder. Pet Feb 14. 
Pearce. East Stonehouse, March 6 at 11 
MeMillan, Saml, Manch, Saddler. Pet Feb 14. Kay. Manch, March 
8 at 9.30 
Southcombe, Robt Robins, Plymouth, Devon, Outfitter. Pet Feb 13. 
Pearce. East Stonehouse, Feb 28 at 11 
Williamson, John Stonehouse, Sparken Hill Farm, nr Worksop, Notts, 
Farmer. Pet Feb8. Wake. Sheffield, Feb 29 at 12 
TvurEspayY, Feb. 20, 1872. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Le Perrier, Paul Constant, Botolph lane, Merchant. Pet Feb“16, Murray. 
March 5 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Baker, Jas, Lewisham, Kent, Baker. Pet Feb 14. 
wich, March 4 at 2 
Barker, Jas, Reigate, Surrey, Tailor. Pet Feb 17. Rowland. Croydon, 
March 8 at 1 
Child, Geo John, and Jas Lorimer, Shipley, York, Nurseryman, Pet 
Feb 16. Robinson. Bradford, March 5 at 9 
Chauntler. Birm, 
March 4 at 2 


Ferneyhough, Geo, Birm, Butcher. Pet Feb i6. 

Hawkins, Elias, Bath, Licensed Victualler. Pet Feb 16. Smith. Bath, 
March 1 at 11 

Key, Geo, Lincoln, Grocer. Pet Feb 15. Lincoln, March 
2 at il 

Lord, John, Bridge Clough, nr Newchurch, Lancashire, Manufacturer. 
Pet Feb 17. Tweedale. Oldham, March 6 at 11.30 

Sully, Robt, Holcomb Rogus, Devon, Grocer. Pet Feb 15, 
Taunton, March 2 at 10.30 

Till, Richd Fras, |Cosham, Hants, Builder. Pet Feb 16. Howard. 
Portsmouth, March 4 at 1 


Taylor, Wm, and Jas Hy Betts, Coventry, Watch Manufacturers. Pet 
Feb 14, Kirby. Coventry, Feb 29 at 3_ 
Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, Feb. 16, 1872, 
Applebee, Wm, Birm, Coal Merchant. March 1 at 3, at office of Row- 
lands, Ann-st,.Birm 
Arstall, Augh, Cadishead, Lancashire, Joiner, Feb 29 at 2, at office of 
Cobbett & Co, Brown st Manch 
Ashley, John, Lichfield, Licensed Victualler. Feb 26 at 11, at the 
li 


Golden Ball Inn, Tamworth-st, Lichfield. Adams, Walsa 
Feb 29 at 3, at offices 


Farnfield, Green- 


Uppleby. 


Meyler. 


Bailey, Chas Irvine Conysgham, Falham, Potter. 
of Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry-chambers 

Barberie, John, Slaugham, Sussex, Farmer. Feb 28 at 12, at the King’s 
Head Hotel, Horsham. Woods & Dempster, Brighton 

—— Derby, Jeweller. March 7 at 11, at office of Leech, Full- 
st, Derby 

Brown, Emma Mary, Hove, Sussex, Boarding-house Keeper. Feb 29 at 
2, at office of Penfold, Middle-st, Brighton 

Brownjohn, Hy, Church-lane, Whitechapel, Butcher. March 4at 12, at 
offices of Birchell, Southampton-bidgs, Chancery-lane. Harrison, 
Furnival’s-inn 

Carmalt, Hy, Brockenhurst, Hants, Grocer. Feb 27 at 2, at office of 
Killby, Portland-st, Southampton 

Carter, Chas, Lpool, Plumber. Feb 29 at 2, at offices of Sheen & Martin, 
South John-st, Lpool 

Child, Alex Mackie, Wakefield, York, Builder. Feb 28 at 11, at office 
of Wainwright & Co, Crown-st, Wakefield 

Coffen, Emma, Queen’s-road, Bayswater, Dressmaker. Feb 28 at 12, at 
office of Kilvington, Queen-st, Cheapside 

Conry, John, Cheetham, Manch, Doctor. March 1 at 8, at offices of 
Addleshaw, King-st. Manch 

Crabb, Christian Fredk, Corn Market, Mark-lane, Miller. Feb 29 at 2, 
at offices of Hilleary & Tunstall, Fenchurch-bldgs 

Davies, Wm, Lpool, Wine Merchant. March 1 at 1.30, at office of 
Morris, Harrington-st, Lpool 

Davies, Saml, Lampeter, Cardigan, General-shop Keeper. Feb 28 at 
11, at the Townhall, Carmarthen. Brittan & Sons, Bristol 





Dedman, Tom, Dartford, Kent, out of business. March 5 at 12, at 
of Gomme, Southampton-st, Clark, Dean’s-ot, St Parr, 

Ecc John, Blackburn, Lancashire, Oil Refiner. Feb 27 a 

“4 Clayton-st, Blackburn tH, at 

Elliker, Robt, Huntington, York, Victualler. Feb 29 at 12, at offices of 
Mann & Son, New-st, York 

Ellis, John, St George, Gloucester. Earthenware Manufacturer. Feb 2, 
at 12, at offices of , Corn-st, Bristol 

Eynon, Thos, Ockerhill, Tipton, Stafford, Butcher. March 2 at 12, at 
offices of Barrow, Queen-st, Wolverhampton 

Fairhead, Chas, Kirton, Suffolk, Carpenter. March 12, at 12, at offica 
Pollard, St Lawrence-st, Ipswich 

Fensom, Susan, Little Heath, Potter’s Bar, Middx, Widow. Feb24 at 
11, at offices of Harris, The Whitehouse, Hadley 

Fitt, Jas, jun, Litcham, Norfolk, Grocer. Feb 28 at 12, at offices of 
Emerson & Sparrow, Rampant Aorse-st, Norwich 

Fleischmann, Alf, Cheltenham, Surgeon. Feb 27 at 3, at office of 
Stroud, Clarence-parade, Cheltenham 

Foarness, Hy, Leeds, Grocer.. Feb 26at 11, at officesof Pullan, Bank. 
chambers, Park-row, Leeds 

Freeland, Geo, Horsmonden, Kent, Draper. Feb 29 at 3, at the Angel 
Inn, Tunbridge. Palmer, Tunbridge 

Gates, Sam], City-rd, Foreman Colour Grinder. March 1 at 12, at offices 
of Sykes, St Swithin’s-lane 

Gibbons, Richd Hy, Windsor, Berks, Wine Merchant. March 2 at 4, at 
the Castle Hotel, Windsor. Stottard, Serjeants’-inn 

Gilchrist, John, Lpool, Draper. Feb 26 at 2, at office of Richardson & 
Co, Cook-st, Lpool 

Green, Furlow Wm, Rendlesham-rd, Lower Clapton, Engineer. March 
4 at 3, at offices of Birchall, Southampton-bldgs, Chancery-lane, 

Greensmith, Geo, Wombwell, York, Coke Burner. Feb 28 at 12, at the 
County Court-house, Barnsley. Johnson, Sheffield 

Gyngell, Augustus Geo, Winchester, Hants, Photographer. Feb 28 at I, 
at the Eagle Hotel, Railway Station, Winchester 

Hemberg, Antoine, Langtey-pl, Commercial-rd East, Bootmaker. Feb 
28 at 3, at offices of Godfrey, Basinghall-st 

Hemmings, Jas, Dudley, Worcester, Boot Manufacturer. Feb 29 at 3, 
at offices of Lowe, Temple-st, Birm 

Holtham, Herbert Wm, Brighton, Sussex, Attorney. March 1 at 3, at 
54, Skip-st, Brighton. Black & Co, Brighton 

Humberstone, Jas, Codnor, Derby, Draper.% March 4 at 11, at the Bell 
lnn, Derby. Cursham 

Jeeves, Hy, Sandy, Bedford, Gardener. Feb 29 at 3, at the Greys 
hound Hotel, Sandy. Stimson, Bedford 

Johnson, John, Sale, Chester, Commercial Traveller. March | at 2, at 
the Brunswick Hotel, Piccadilly, Manch. Mair, Macclesfield 

Jones, Ellis, jun, Great Wild-st, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Draper. March 5 
at 2, at offices of Blachford & Riches, Gt Swan-alley, Moorgate-st 

Jones, John, Worthen, Salop, Builder. March | at 11, at office of 
Clarke, Swan-hill, Shrewsbury 

Jones, John Chas, Shrewsbury, Salop, Wine Merchant. March 1 at 12, 
at the Lion Hotel, Shrewsbury. Craig, Shrewsbur: 

Jordan, Edwd, jun, Abersychan, Monmouth, Cordwainer. Feb 27 at ll, 
at the Cassmeneyat Rooms, Small-st, Bristol. Greenway & Bytheway, 
Pontypoo 

Lee, John, Bradford, York, Hay Dealer. Feb 24 at 11, at offices of 
Rhodes, Duke-st, Bradford 

Mansfield, Danl, & Albert John Ravenshear Booth, Buckingham, 
Builders. Feb 28 at 10, at the Swan and Castle Hotel, Buckingham. 
Kilby & Son, Banbury 

Marquetti, Nugent Phillip, Western House, Old Brompton, Clerk. Feb 
28 at 11, at offices of Davis, Bedford-row . 

Marsh, Thos, Standish, Lancashire, Innkeeper. Feb 29 at 3, at offices of 
Leigh & Ellis, Commercial-yd, Wigan 

Maskell, Mary Eliz, Brynmawr, Brecon, Grocer. Feb 27 at 2, at office 
of Jones, Frogmore st, Abergavenny 

Mason, John, Boroughbridge, York, Dealerin Linseed Cakes. March ¢ 
at 1, at office of Paley & Husband, Boroughbridge 

May, Richd Stephens, Liskeard, Cornwall, Bootmaker. March 1 at 12, 
at offices of Boyes & Co, Frankfort-st, Plymouth 

McGlone, Hugh, Caerleon, Monmouth, Licensed Victualler. Feb 27 at 
11, at offices of Lloyd, Bank-chambers, Newport 

Medwerth, Arthur, West-st, Battersea Park, out of businese., Feb 29 at 
2, at office of May, Golden-sq 

Meusch, Fredk Louis, Leadenhall-st, Merchant. March 2 at 12, at 
offices of Wills, Gresham-bldgs, Basinghall-st. Handson 

Morley, Matthew, High-st, Kensington, Job Master. March 6 at 12, at 
the Bell and Anchor Tavern, North-end, Hammersmith rd. Claydon, 
Lupus-st, Pimlico 

Parker, Alf, & Geo Smith, Salford, Lancashire, Grocers. Feb 29 at 4, at 
offices of Addleshaw, King-st, Manch 

Parker, Amos Fras, Belton, Leicester, Thrashing Machine Proprietor. 
March 5 at 12, at offices of Deane, Market-pl, Loughborough 

Parker, Nicholas Hartnoll, Swansea, Glamorgan, Farmer. Feb 26 atl, 

- at 7 Rutland-st, Swansea. Morris 

Parsons, Jas Edwd, Walton-grounds, King’s Sutton, Northampton, 
Farmer. March | at 8, at the Red Lion Hotel, High-st, Banbury. 
Bain, Banbury 

Patterson, Elbin, Ipswich, Suffolk, Builder. Feb 29 at 11, at offices of 
Jackaman & Sons, Silent-st, Ipswich 

Penistan,Richd, Middle Rasen, Lincoln, Miller, March 4 at 11, at the 
White Hart Inn, Market Rasen. Wughes, Lincoln 

Phelps, Fredk, New North-rd, Optician, Feb 29 at 3, at 33, Gutter-lane. 
Davis, Old Jewry 

Phillips, Thos, New-st-hill, Shoe-lane, Dairyman. Feb 29 at 3, at office 
of Ablett, Cambridge-ter, Hyde-park 

Plews, Jas, Potternewton, Leeds, Bookkeeper. March 5at 2, at offices 


of Fawcett & Malcolm, Park row, Leeds 

Randell, Sam], Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Tailor. March 4 at 12, at office 
of Palmer, South Quay, Gt Yarmouth 

Rawson, Joshua, Leeds, Cloth Merchant, Feb 27 at 12, at offices of 
Ford & Co, Albion-st, Leeds 

Richardson, Edwd, & Walter Richardson, Hastings, Sussex, Ironmongers. 
March 4 at 3, at offices of Tilley & Shenton, Finsbury p! South 

Riley, John, Burnley, Lancashire, Draper. March I at 11, at office of 
Boote & Edgar, George st, Manch. Hartley, Nicholas st, Burnley 









4 of Manton & Stockton, High st, Banbury 
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Robertson, John Chas, Scarborough, York, Schoolmaster. March 2 at 2, 
at offices of Williamson, Newborough st, Scarborough 
Wm Albert, Erdingtor, Warwick, out of business. Feb 23 at 
, at offices of East, Colmore row, Birm 
“galvidge, Archibald Tutton, Birkenhead, Chester. Licensed Victualler, 
March | at 3, at office of Gregory, Sweeting st, Lpool 
Scott, John, Seacombe, Chester, Builder. March 4 at 2, at offices of 
Lup,on, Harrington st, Lpool 
gmith, John Barnard, Stroud Green rd, Holloway, Lime Merchant. 
h 2 at 3, at offices of Evans & Co, John st, Bedford row 
Speight, John, Bowling, Bradfoid, York, Worsted Spinner. March 4 at 
10, at offi. es of Hargreaves, Market st, Bradford 
Stratton, Robt Nelson, Folkestone, Kent. March 6 at 3, at the Royal 
George Hotel, Folkestone, Minter, Folkestone 
Sturgess, Jas, Openshaw, nr Manch, Boot Manufacturer. March 4 at 3, 
at office of Rideal, Brittania-chambers, Ridgefield, Manch 
Tempest, Joseph, I’ochdale, Lancashire, Cotton Waste Dealer. March 
6 at 3, at offices of Hol!and, Baillie st, Rochdale 
Waits, Wm Stephen, Wareham st, New North rd, Chair Maker. Feb 21 
at 3, at offices of Thwaites, Basinghall st. Dobie, Basinghall st 
Watkins, Edwd, Brynmawr, Brecon, Grocer. Feb 28 at 2, at office of 
Jones, Frogmore st, Abergavenny 
Whittaker, Sam], Heanor, Derby, Journeyman Builder. Feb 28 at 3, at 
office of Heath, Amen alley, Derby , 
Tuxspay, Feb. 20, 1872.” 
Allin, Jas, Bexley Heath, Kent, Publican. March 4 at 3, at Office of 
Muskett, William st, Woolwich & a j 
Barraclough, Geo, Chickenley Heath, Dewsbury, York, Whitesmith, 
March 5 at 3, at the Batley Station Hotel, Batley. Mitchell, Ossett 
Barrett, Wm, Norton,. Suffolk, Butcher. March 6 at 10.30, at offices of 
Partridge & Greeney:Crown st, Bury St Edmunds 
Brown, Thos, Tingley,” York, r. March 4 at ll, at 
offices of Wainwright\&'€o, Crown ct, W: eld 
Chandler, Geo, Gilbett st, Oxford st, Carpenter. March 12 at 11, at 
office of Greaves, Essex st, Strand 
Coulam, Wm Harding, Louth, Lincoln, Puilden, March 2 at 11, at 94, 


ery uth. Mason & Falkner, Lout 
, Wm, Lpool, Boot Manufacturer. March 4 at 3, at offices of 
Ponton, Vernon chambers, Vernon st, Lpgel 
Cutcliffe, Thos , Brown, & John Watson, High st, Borough, Tailors. 
March 5 at 3, at offices of Brown, Basinghall st 
Daigesh, Jas, Lpool, Restaurant Keeper. March 2 at 12, at office of 
ler & Carruthers, ‘~ n sq, Lpool 
Derrett, Emily, Newport, Monmouth, Tea Dealer. March 4 at 2, at 
office of Graham, Commercial st, Newport 
Geo, Lpool, Grocer. March 4 at 8, at. office of Masters & Fletcher, 
North John st, Lpool 
é, Joun Fras. Leather lane, Holborn, China Merchant. Feb 26 at 
, at offices of Hope, Serle st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
, Wm, Wiggenhall St Germaimr, Norfolk, Farmer. March 4 at 
12, at the Bank Rcom, Athenzeum, King’s Lynn 
Eyans, John, Welchpool, Montgomery, Watchmaker. March 6 at 12, 
at office of Jones, Severn st, Welchpool 
Fielden, Joseph, Bradford, York, Coal Merchant. March 5 at 11, at 
office of Wood & Killick, Commercial Bank bldgs, Piece Hall-yard, 


ford 
Fisher, Hy, Derby, General Dealer. March 8 at 3, at offices of Briggs, 
Full st, Derby 
Ford, Wm, Hampton Wick, Middx, Malster. March 2 at 3, at offices of 
* Sherrard, Brook st, Kingston-on-Thames 
. Gosling, Geo John, Barlborough, Derby, Grocer. March | at 3, at offices 
v- of Gee, Fig Tree chambers, Sheffield 
Gregory, Geo Owen, Sheffield, Fleam Maker. March 5 at.1, at office of 
Machen, Bank st, Sheffield 
Griffiths, Edwd Thos, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Pitwood Dealer. Feb 29 at 2, 
at offices of Barnard & Co, Crockherbtown, Cardiff. Griffith, 
Hallas, Chas Edwd, Lpool, Book-keeper, March 4 at 2, at offices of 
Sheen & Martin, Adelphi Bank chambers, South John st, Lpool, 


Lowe, Lpool 

Hamilton, John, Sunderland, Durham, Builder. March 6 at 12, at 
office of Oliver, John st, Sunderland 

Hammond, Thos, & Jas Cleminson, Old st, St Luke’s, Ironmongers. 
March 5 at 1, at offices of Nicholls & Leatherdale, Old Jewry chambers, 
Old Jewry. Reeve, Lilypot lane, Noble st 

Hargreaves, John, sen, John Hargreaves, jun, & Geo Hargreaves, Over 
Darwen, Lancashire, Comm Agents. March 2 at 12, at offices of 
Kendall & Costeker, Church st, Over Darwen 

Harrison, Agnes, Croydon, Surrey, Milliner. March 2 at 10, at office of 
Smith & Co, Basingball st 

Hillery, a. Derby, Hotel Keeper. March 6 at 11, at offices of Flint, 

r 


y 
Septimus, Furnival’s inn, Holborn, Wine Merchant, March 14 
at 3, at offices of Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry chambers 
t, Hugh, Grimsbury, Northampton, Draper. March 9 at 12, at 
éffice of Goldring, Chancery lane. Crosby, Banbury 
Hubbe, Eduard Simeon, Mincing lane. March 1! at 3, at office of Har- 
court & McArthur, Moorgate st 
Tvens, Thos, Upper Boddington, Northampton, Cattle Salesman. March 
1445 11, at office of bigs a igh st, Banbury 
dones, Elwd Thos, Neath, Glamorgan, Grocer. March 1 at 1, at offices | 
of Barnard & Co, Albion chambers, Bristol. Morgan, Neath 
Thos,'& Gen Jones, Beveley,* Wellington, Salop, |Chartermasters. - 
March 8 at 12, at the Charlton Arms Hotel, Wellington. Marcy, 
Wellington : 
Ve, Stoke upon Trent, Stafford, Joiner. Feb 29 at 11, at offices 
of Welch, Caroline st, Longton 
“Kember, Alfa, Cross rd, Croydon, Grocer. ' March 5 at 1, at the Guild- 
~~ hall Coffee House, Gresham st. Parry, King st, Cheapside 
hon Simeon Robinson, Penge, Surrey, Grocer, March 1 at 2, at 
f ‘of Garter & Bell, Leadenhall st, in lieu of the time and place 
o°) originally named 
Kirrage, Joseph, (ld Windsor, Berks, Builder. March | at 2, at the 
Adelaide Hotel, King’s rd, Windsor. Roberts, Spring gardens 
od Ling, Eydon Moors, Northampton, Farmer. March 6 at 2, at 


¥ 


n, Hy, Clarendon 


Lear, Thos Palk, Aldermanbury Postern, Woollen Manufac‘urer's Agen‘, 

~- P at 3, at Mullen’s Hotel, Ironmonger lane, Cheapside, Barton, 
sbury 

Maddox, Wm, Church st, Deptford, out of business. Feb 29 at 2, at 
office of Morris, Jermyn st, St James’s 

Mann, Hy Rarons, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Agricultural Chemist. 
March 4 at 11, at office of Abbott, Spencer st, Leamington 

Mansfield, Richd, Sheffield, Herbalist, March 2 at 12, at office of 
Tattershall, Queen st, Sheffield 

Mayes, Richd, East Dereham, Norfolk, Builder. March 9 at 11, at office 
of Saunders, East Dereham 

Mercer,} Thos, & John Calvert, Clayton-le-Moors, Lancashire. Cotton 
Manufacturers. March 2 at 11, at the White Bull Hotel, Church st, 
Blackburn. Eastham, Clitheroe 

Miller, Saml Hy, Redhill, Surrey, Watchmaker. Feb 29 at 3, at offices 
of Howell, Cheapside 

Mills, Wm, Birm, Jeweller. March 4 at 11, at offices of Free, Temple 
row, Birm - 

Morris, Aaron, Duke st, Aldgate, Woollen Draper, March 5 at 2, at 
office of Poole, Bartholomew close 

Morris, Hy, Newbury, Berks, out of business. March 1 at 11, at the 
White Hart, Newbury. Lucas, Newbury 

Mortimer, Robt, Eccleshill, York, Flannel Manufacturer. March 7 at 3, 
at offices of Atkinson, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Nelson, John, Necton, Norfolk, Builder. March 7 at 11, at office of 
Saunders, East Dereham 

Newton, Robt, Oakworth, York, Twine Manufacturer. March 14 at 3, 
at office of Atkinson, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Porter, John, Bristol, Grocer. March 4 at 12, at offices of Stanley and 
Wasbrough, Royal Insurance bldgs, Corn st, Bristol 

Preston, Wm, and John Preston, Stretford, nr Manch, Plumbers. 
March 2 at 11, at offices of Addleshaw, King st, Manch 

Purdon, John, & Joseph Cocker, York, Ship Carp2nters. M arch7 at 
3, at offices of Holtby, New st, York 

Pye, Simeon, Leeds, Hairdresser. Feb 29 at 11, at offices of Pullan, 
Bank chambers, Park-row, Leeds 

Richards, Jas, Coleorton, Leicester, Comm Agent. March tat 12, at 
the Queen’s Hotel, Ashby-de-la-Zouch. Wilson, Burton-upon-T'rent 

Riddiferd, Hy Trench, Kentish Town rd, Grocer. Mercer 2 at 12, at 
the Guildhall Coffee Honse, Gresham st, Aird, Eastcheap 


Hotel, Chester. Weston, Denbigh 

Robinson, Wm Chas, Plumstead, Kent, Grocer. March 7 at 2, at the 
Mason’s Hall Tavern, Mason’s-avenue, Basinghall st. Priest, Buckirg- 
ham st, Strand 

Saunders, Wm Raffell, Plymouth, Devon, Slate Merchant. March dja: 
11, at offices of Greenway & Adams, Frankfort st, Plymouth 

Sheppard, Wm, Bedford, Butcher, March 7 at 11, at offices of Whyley 
& Piper, Dame Alice st, Bedford 

Shuter, Sam!, Brushfield st, Bishopsgate, Hat Manufacturer. March 1l 
at 2, at office of So!omon, Finsbury pl 

Stevens, Ewing Gwin, Longton, Stafford, Grocer. Feb 29 at 2, at office 
of Welch, Caroline st, Longton 

Stevenson, Jas, O'd Compton st, Scho, Assistant toa Baker. March | 
at 3, at offices of Hicklin & Washington, Trinity-sq, Southwark 

Thurstans, John Fredk, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Attorney-at-Law. 
March 5 at 12, at offices of Underhill, Darlington st, Wolverhampton 

Thwaites, Hy, & John Ashcroft, Preston, Lancashire, Drapers. Mare) 
4 at 2.30, at offices of Edelston, Winckley st, Preston 

Tolley, Wm, Mintern st, New North rd, Hoxton, Chair Manufacturer. 
March 4 at 12, at offices of Sydney & Co, Basinghall st 

Tredwell, Wm, Pensford, Somerset, Contractor. Feb 28 at 12, at offices 
of Clifton, Corn st, Bristol 

Webb, Wm, Cirencester, Gloucester, Toy Dealer. March 4 at 12, at 
Northfield House, North pl, Cheltenham. Potter 

Wells, Jas, Sloane st, Chelsea, Grocer. Feb 29 at 1, at office of Symth, 
R row, Westminster 

Wilcock, Wm, Wesham, Lancashire, Grocer. March 4 at tl, at the 
Black Horse Inn, Preston st, Kirkham. Plant & Abbott, Preston 

Williams, Geo, Harmondsworth, Middx, Licensed Victualler. March 7 
at 2, at offices of Ager, Barnard’'s Inn, Holborn. Roberts, Spring 
gardens, Whitehall 

Williams, Wm, Bristol, Grocer. Feb.23 at 1l, at offices of Essery, 

Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 

Williams, Wm, Cathay, Bristol, Builder. March 6 at 12, at officesof 

Buckland, Bristol chambers, Nicholas st, Bristol 

Wilson, Thos, Wakefield, York, Carrier. March 6 at 2, at offices of 

Stringer, Ossett 








BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


TO HER MAJESTY, THE LORD CHANCELLOR, THE JUDGES, CLERGY, ETC- 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


CHOOL BOARD. FOR LONDON.—The Papers 
issued by the Board can be had py oapeER of 
YATES & ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS TO THE LONDON SOHOOL BOARD, 
Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 


RINTING of EVERY Saat ION, 74 al, 
PE a ag Cire oo eon with, prompatade and at moderate 
charges, by . ss 

be 

















rd, Notting hill, Draper. March 1 at 12; at 
vidson & 1 st 


Offices of Ladbury & Co, Cheapside. Da’ Co, Basinghal 


Yarss & ALEXANDER, agmsaition. (and Ch passage), 


Roberts, Thos Edwd, Denbigh, Druggist. Feb 29 at 12, at the Biossoms- . 


ie ins Rs nA iii ec laevis iti nvie o-etniiainow 
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CLERICAL, MEDICAL, AND GENERA 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 





Directors. 
CHAIRMAN—RicHT Hon. JOHN ROBERT MOWBRAY, M.P., D.C.L. 


Dervuty-CHAIRMEN { Sh 


HENRY W. ACLAND, M.D., F.R.S. 
LIONEL S. BEALE, M.B. F. R.S. 
PATRICK BLACK, M.D. 

CHARLES M., DEANE, Esq. 
ARTHUR FARRE, M. D., F.R.S. 

Sir WM. JENNER, Bt., K.C.B., M.D., F.R.S. 
Rey. JOHN EDWARD ‘KEMPE, M.A. 


Actuary and Secretary. 
GEORGE CUTCLIFFE, Esq. | 


WILLIAM BOWMAN, Esq, F. RS. 
Sir CHARLES LOCOCK, » tart, D.C.L., 


F.R.S. 

RARD W. LYDEKKER, Esq., M.A. 
The Viscount MIDLETON 
Rev. JOSEPH MOORE, M.A. 
Sir JAMES PAGET, Bt., D.C.L., F.R.S. 
Rev. FREDC. J. PARSONS, B.D. 
GEORGE H. PINCKARD, Esq. 
Sir FREDK. M: WILLIAMS, It. M.P. 


Assistant Actuary. 
BENJAMIN NEWBATT, Esq. 





NINTH BONUS MEETING, JANUARY 4th, 1872. 
The following are Extracts from the Report of the Directors :— 


1.—PROGRESS OF THE SOCIETY IN THE BONUS PERIOD. 
1. AS TO INCOME: 
new Assurances were 2,150 in number, for an aggregate 
of ZL: 356,303, at premiums amounting to £44,664 per coe 
results which hich, viewed in relation to the depressed condition of 
Life Assurance wid much of the period, cannot be regarded‘as 
other than satisfacto: 
Me] Yearly Revenue was increased by ov = nee per annum, 
563 on the 30th Jane, 1871 
Thel Interest yie by the whole of the Funds, whether invested 
or uninvested, was £4: 5: 0 
entire — being fully 3s. per cent. more than that realised in 
the “eer Thi . was nye not only without 
bo the smallest impairment of security. 
2, sto ‘OUTGOINGS : 


which accrued by the death of 795 persons, assured by 
“a Peay 2 amounted to £646, . - The mortality . . 
ery favourable to the Society, the payments ha been 
Delow thx those estimated by. ret £85,000, and the deaths w! oc- 
casioned Sons fewer yor by number expected. 
The Bch mokoe the business, always moderate 
and well within res m made tor them in the yey be va 
were fractionally less than in the previous period, and fell below 
74 per cent. on the R poy yg 
It is thas seen that side by side with uniform success in the 
transactions of the Gopenenaiees, there was continuous growth in the 
resources and tude of the Society, which consequently stood, at 
the closing of the on a broader basis than at any former time.” 


2.—FINANCIAL POSITION ss SOCIETY ON JUNE 30th, 


“The subsisting Assurances on the 30th June were 8,679 in number, 
assuring, with their onus additions, the sam of £5,455, 028. 


45 
ep eee Dank 0b ee s. Teen ee a: 1 16 9 
And the total calculated Liability ...... wae Bh scot 477,179.17. 3 


"£349,278 1: is 6 





per cent. on the average of the |- having 


Deducting therefrom the permanent Reserve Fund of £50,000, px 
to sec. 32 of the Society’s Special Act of Parliament, there 
represent the profit of 5 years the large sum of £299, 
an amount equal to 26 per cent. of the total ar from all 
during the 5 years, and excesding by £59,831: 6: 5 the su 
previous Quinquennium. 

This Surplus is matter for hea rty and unmixed cong’ 1 
{ootipes the preference shown by the Board for a well-selected § 

g to profit. It must, however, be remembered that 
pony the main to ordinary recurring cau ses, and to sources: 
every prospect of permanence, it is, nevert heless, c 
its unprecedented en t is due to a condition of mortality’ 
able beyond previous experience, to be probably compensated 
law of Re pic vt Med an increase of déaths hereafter beyond those a 
ons. 


’ for in the calcul: 


Deeming it prudent to provide for such a contingency, the D 
have, under the — of their Actuary, set aside the sum Le 
for this pu Of the remaining £274,278 : 13; 6, they: 
ménd the division of £270,000, a sum greater by £33,000 
viously divided, and sufficient to give to the shareholders 
and to the assured the la rgest bonus ever allotted to them.” 


3.—RESULTS OF THE DIVISION. 


“Of the sum now to be divided, five-sixths, or £995,000, 
the Assured, and will produce a reversionary addition to the 
£323,871. 

This Reversiona us will average 49 per cent., or 
to age from 34 to 89 por oun on the Premiums ceived i 
quennium onall the P olicies amongs which it will be di 

The Cash Bonus, pin be. is the present Bee of the y 
ot ao beh ea of the beng 

cent. on the en cont. at 
Srrlctea, ania 3 pak oo in 1968, wh eck rv 
centage. Necomment can drestrate better than } 


merits of the present Division.” 





Tue next Division or Prorits will take place in January, 1877, and Persons who effect New Pottcres BEFO 
END OF JUNE NEXT will be entitled at that Division to one year’s additional share of Profits over later Entrants. “ 





The 
Trade, and every information, can be obtained 


Report above mentioned, a detailed eee of the proceedings of the Bonus moeint 


the returns made to the . 
GEORGE CU FFE, Actuary and § 





COMMI 


10 PER Cent. on the Firet Premium, and 5 per Cont.on Renewals, is allowed to Soliciturs. 


13, St. James’s-square, London, 8. We 


SSION. i 
The Commissia 


CONTINUED to the Person introducing the Assurance, without reference to the channel through 


Premiums may be paid. 





The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice 


The BOOKS AND FORMS in stock for immediate mf 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES 0 ‘AssociATION rae 744 


in the Stake cere 
TIFICATES DEBENTURES, ho engraved su sea ee eee CIAL 
panies Fee Stamps. Railway Registration 

Solicitors’ Account "eck 


ASH & FLIN 
S-ationers, Printers, Engravers, 








, &e., 49, Fleet 
’-inn). 





street, London, E.C. (corner of 
A. NEW EDITION a the’ hap tat in 
LUNACY, —_—. po Aes os | 
Oey 108: 


? 





Srevens & Sows, ih Chancery-iane. 


LONDON GAZETTE and LONI 
COUNTRY PA DVENTISEMENT OFFI OFFICE, 
No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 


ENRY GREEN (many yearswith the 
11), Lay ay apa t, begs ee ong experi the 

in the s Tasestion of al po forme ia 
creat Shik ca pr macy 


to the pred osm gd 
Omcialy” stamped forms for a( vertisements file of ® 
Gazette ” kept. ‘7 


oh 





TEBIG COMPANY'S EXTRACT OF & 

2 t), Sou a meas made dishes, 

bly aed hy Agree ys een fn « pre sot 

goed fran Gime ven Jar ng spend i Ja 
Now ly used in most households in town and cous 

Cavtion.—Ask for LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT, 
sort warranted Genuine end — by Baron Licbig, be 
requiring his Signature on every 








